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LONDON, JUNE 5, 1869. 
—~>-—— 

THE FOLLOWING GENTLEMEN receive silk gowns this 
term :—Henry James (Oxford Circuit), called 1852; W. 
R. A. Boyle (Chancery Bar), called 1835; Arthur R. 
Adams, D.C.L. (Midland Circuit), called 1839; W. Cra- 
croft Fooks (Chancery Bar), called 1843; Arthur Shelly 
Eddis (Chancery Bar), called 1845; Douglas Brown 
(Norfolk Circuit), called 1847; H. Fox Bristowe (Chan- 
cery Bar), called 1847; P. H. Edlin (Western Circuit), 
called 1847; Joseph Kay (Northern Circuit), one of the 
Judges of the Court of Record for the Hundred of Sal- 
ford, called 1848; Thomas Hughes, M.P. (Chancery Bar), 
called 1848; Montague Bere (Western Circuit), called 
1850; Henry C. Lopes (Western Circuit), called 1852; 
George Osborne Morgan, M.P. (Chancery Bar), called 
1853; Edward Fry (Chancery Bar), called 1854; and 
Samuel Pope (Northern Circuit), called 1858. 








THE DECISION of the Lords Justices, delivered on 
Tuesday, upon a claim of the Warrant Finance Company, 
under the winding-up of the Humber Ironworks Com- 
pany, is one of much importance. The Humber Iron- 
works Company had borrowed of the Warrant Finance 


terest subsequent to the winding-up, or whether the in- 
terest stopped with the winding-up. Two dividends had 
been paid since the winding-up began, in 1866, and the 
Master of the Rolls had held that they were entitled to 
compute their participation in each dividend upon the 
amount of principal and interest due at the declaration 
of the dividend. The Lords Justices reversed this de- 
cision, considering that the Court bas a discretion in the 
matter, and that it is more equitable that, as in bank- 
ruptcy, the interest should cease at the date of the 
winding-up. Should there be any surplus, the claim for 
interest would of course revive. 

In administration suits the XLII. Consolidated Order 
provides for interest from the date of decree or order, but 
the 26th of the General Orders made under the Companies 
Act, 1862, allowing interest from the date of winding- 
up (payable however only out of surplus assets) 
was held invalid by the Master of the Rolls, in Re 
Herefordshire Banking Company (15 W. R. 1056), on the 
ground that the makers of those orders had no authority 
to make any rules other than rules of procedure. The 
case of a winding-up certainly bears a far closer analogy 
to bankruptcy than to administration, the presumption 
being that the assets will prove unequal to the liabilities. 


A VERY CURIOUS CASE has just occupied one of the 
Parisian tribunals. A lady sued on behalf of herself and 
her children to have her husband’s will declared inopera- 
tive, the French law not permitting a husband by his 
will to disinherit his children or leave his wife unprovided 
for. The Court, however, in this case sustained the 
will, on the ground that the plaintiff was not legally the 
wife of the testator. The testator was an English trades- 
man established in Paris, who in 1853 was married at the 
British embassy to the plaintiff, a French lady. This 
ceremony ought to have been preceded by a French 


marriage before the proper civil functionary, but it was 
not, and therefore the parties were not duly married ac- 
cording to the French law. It seems, however, that 
under 13 & 14 Vict. c. 68, they would have been con- 
sidered as duly married by any English Court. This was 
one of the points upon which evidence was recently taken 
by the Marriage Law Commission. It seems that 
in the case which led to the trial there was a great 
want of proper caution on the part of the officials at the 
British Embassy in not requiring acertificate of the prior 
French marriage before permitting the ceremony to be 
gone through, which constituted the British marriage. 





Mr. RicBy WAson is not content with what he has 
already done towards settling one difficult branch of 
law, the law of libel, but seems determined to endea- 
vour to do the same for another, the law of conspiracy. 
On Wednesday last he appeared before Mr. Tyrwhitt at 
the Marlborough-street Police Court, and applied for a 
summons against Lord Russell, Lord Chelmsford, and the 
Lord Chief Baron, to answer a charge of conspiracy. 
The alleged conspiracy was connected with the petition 
of Mr. Wason, presented to the House of Lords some 
time ago by Lord Russell; and Mr. Wason complained 
“that Earl Russell, Lord Chelmsford, and the Lord Chief 
Baron did, between the 5th and 13th days of February, 
1867, conspire, combine, confederate, and agree together 
to prevent the course of justice and to injure and preju- 
dice a third party—namely, himself; that such con- 
spiracy to prevent the course of justice consisted of the 
fact that the said Earl Russell, Lord Chelmsford, and the 
Lord Chief Baron agreed to make statements which they 
knew were not true in order to prevent the prayer of his 
petition for inquiry being granted ; that such conspiracy 
to injure and prejudice a third party—namely, himself 





| consisted in the fact that the said Earl Russell, Lord 
| Chelmsford, and the Lord Chief Baron did agree to de- 
; ceive the House of Lords by stating that the charge of 


| falsehood contained in his petition was false, and that he 
Company £25,000, at £20 per cent., and the question | 
was whether the creditor company could claim their in- | 


(the deponent) was a calumniator, whereas the said Earl 
Russell, Lord Chelmsford, and the Lord Chief Baron well 


| knew that the charge of falsehood committed by the 
| Lord Chief Baron when Queen’s counsel was perfectly 


true,” This charge appears to be substantially a charge 
of conspiracy to differ from Mr. Wason upon a disputed 
question of fact. Mr. Tyrwhitt refused the summons. 
But, as he must necessarily do, he bound Mr. Wason over 
to prosecute at the Old Bailey. 





ANOTHER QUESTION arising out of the great cab 
strike came before the Court of Exchequer a few days 
ago, on appeal from a decision of Mr. Cooke, the police 
magistrate. The facts of the case and the point arising 
upon them are very simple. The complainant, one of 
the cab owners on strike, went to the Great Northern 
Railway station, and required the defendant, a cabman, 
standing with his cab inside the station, to drive him to 
a place in Camden Town. The defendant refused. For 
this refusal he was summoned before Mr. Cooke, who 
dismissed the summons. 

By 1&2 Will. 4, c. 22, s. 35, “Every hackney 
carriage standing in any street or place, and having 
thereon any of the numbered plates required by this 
Act to be affixed, &c., shall, unless actually hired 
be deemed to be plying for hire, although such 
hackney carriage be not on any standing or place 
usually appropriated for the purpose of hackuey 
carriages standing or plying for hire. And the 
driver of every such hackney carriage which is not ac- 
tually hired shall be compellable to go wita auy person 
desirous of hiring such hackney carriage,” on pain 
of a penalty of forty shillings. Mr. Cooke held that the 
yard of the Great Northern Railway Company, being 
merely a private yard, was not a“ street or place” within 
the meaning of thissection. And the Court of Exchequer, 
without hearing counsel for the respondent, at once con- 





firmed thisdecision. This conclusion is clearly right. 
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“ Street or place” must, by the ordinary rule of construc- 
tion, mean street, or place ejusdem generis; and to have 
extended the word place to any private yard would have 
been a clear breach of this rule. Moreover, it would have 
led to the most obvious practical inconveniences. 





THE BANKRUPTCY BILL was considered in Committee of 
the House of Commons on Thursday evening; and though 
it underwent, so far as it was considered, wonderfully 
little alteration, some of the changes introduced are of so 
much importance as to call for remark. 

In the first place clause 5 was altered so as to apply the 
ordinary law of bankruptcy to mere partnerships, though 
consisting of more than seven members. 

Clause 6 was altered so as to make the period within 
which a petition for adjudication may be presented after 
the act of bankruptcy upon which it is founded six 
months, instead of two, as proposed by the bill, or twelve 
months asat present. This is a manifest improvement. 
Indeed, as our readers will easily see from what we have 
already said as to fraudulent preferences, such a change 
was absolutely necessary for the protection of creditors. 

In clause 14, if we rightly understand the amend- 
ments which were agreed to, the very important change 
‘vas made of limiting the order and disposition clause to 
the case of a bankrupt being a trader. 

It may be said with substantial accuracy that so much 
of the bill as provides for the realisation and manage- 
ment of the bankrupt’s estate has now been disposed of 
in committee; so much, in fact, as goes to put the Eng- 
lish law of bankruptcy upon the same footing as the 
Scotch. 








WITH TWO GREAT MEASURES PENDING, one legal and | 


one political, it could hardly be expected that the House 
of Commons would commit itself to a resolution on the 
patent laws. That the operation of the present law is 
unsatisfactory few will deny, and whether the alteration 
is to take the form of amendment or abolition, the 
country is obliged to Mr. Macfie for drawing attention 
to the necessity. Since the former Commission and Sir 
William Armstrong’s controversy the subject had been 
somewhat forgotten. 


viz., to abolish patent protection.in toto ;—to substitute 


Three motions were brought for- | 


ward, not, however, for the first time, on Friday week— | ing in name of the alienist physicians, avoid eontemptu- 


former owner of the shop and business had bequeathed 
the goodwill to one set of legatees and the shop and 
stock to another, the result being, as the Vice-Chancellor 
observed, that the testatrix’s intention was not carried 
out, for as the bequest of the goodwill carried with it 
no right to or over the premises, the legatees of the 
goodwill would practically get nothing, the real benefit 
arising from the old trade connection going to those who 
took the shop.* 





THE Lancet OF LAST WEEK commences an article on 
Criminal Lunacy in the following manner :— 

“‘ For many years past a conflict has been going on be- 
tween the lawyers and the alienist physicians in which the 
former, although not without a certain amount of excuse 
from the vagueness of much of their opponents’ language, 
have been and are so completely in the wrong that it is diffi- 
cult to understand the pertinacity with which they adhere 
to their position.” 

We cannot, of course, agree with the above passage 
until “latter” has been substituted for “former” and 
“ with no excuse” for ‘“‘ with some excuse.” After these 
alterations the passage would pretty correctly express 
the views we still entertain and have often before ex- 
pressed. On referring to the language which we have 
used, and especially that used on the 13th of February 
last, the last time we noticed the subject (13 Sol. Jour. 
284), we find it so clear that not even any one 
afflicted with “impulsive or emotional insanity,” much 
less any one qualified to detect and discuss such diseases, 
could possibly be found to call it vague. We then said 
“lawyers utterly repudiate the proposition that is the 
foundation of their (the physicians’) whole argument, 
viz., that noinsane person ought to be punished. The 
law does not say that every person who knows right from 
wrong is free from mental disease ; but it does say that 
when such a person does the wrong it is expedient to 
punish him.” We do not know whether we have been 
alluded to by our contemporary in its remarks on 
“literary spitfires” and ‘‘lawyer fledglings piping in a 
feeble treble ; ’ but whether we have or not would it 
not be better that our contemporary, if really desirous of 
bringing about an alteration in the law, should, speak- 


| ous as well as vague language, and condescend to meet 


for the present system a plan of state compensation for | 


inventors ;—or, abolishing patent laws, to reserve the 


power in the Crown of granting a few patents as acts of , 


grace. 
It seems to us that the second alternative is im- 
practicable, and the third very inexpedient. As to the 


' who put them plainly. 


the arguments of us and of the rest of their opponents 
For our own part we have al- 
ways been ready to admit every proposition relating to 
questions of medical science, which is advanced by com- 


| petent medical authority, knowing, as we do very well, 


first, it remains to be seen, when a select committee or | W® e - 
| article of our medical contemporary, and we believe we 


royal commission shall be obtained, which we hope will 
be speedily, whether feasible amendments cannot be 
devised by which the grievous expense and uncertainty 
of the present system may be got rid of without pro- 
ceeding to the length of a total abolition. 





THE GOODWILL of a business is decidedly an asset of 
the party or parties who carry it on, and when a part- 
nership is dissolved by death or by effluxion of time, a 
share in the value of the goodwill is to be credited to the 
estate of the deceased partner. Unfortunately, however, 
it very often happens that the goodwill, or deceased part- 
ner’s share in it, as the case may be, cannot be realized 
for the benefit of the persons entitled. 
partnership, the surviving or remaining partner cannot 
be restrained from continuing to carry on the busi- 
nest, and thus practically enjoying all that in 


fact, the goodwill is 
the premises, 


practically inseparable from 
Where the premises are disposed of 


the “ ill’’ ise i . ; 
© \‘ goodwill” can be realised, and in such s case | persons generally to appreciate, viz., has demonstrated 


the Court of Chancery will enforce a proper apportion- 
ment of ite proceeds. Vice-Chancellor Wickens, in the 
Lancaster Chancery Court, has just pronounced on the 


goodwill of the celebrated Everton toffee shop. The | 


the incompetence to discuss such matters. Accordingly 
we will admit every such proposition advanced in the 


are not omitting one in the following enumeration of 
them :—That ivsanity does not necessarily involve delu- 
sion, That the idea that merely the moral or emotional 
qualities of the mind are depressed in any case is erro- 
neous. That there is, in addition to cases of mania, 
melancholia, and the like, a class of cases peculiarly de- 
serving the name of impulsive or emotional insanity, in 
which there is a total absence of all noticeable delusion, 


| and that in this class of cases there are real defects of 
| intellect, although the learned are not able to connect the 


In the case of | 


impulsive outburst of passion or crime directly with the 
intellectual aberration. That in the cases where at first 
sight the only noticeable feature is the uncontrollable 
impulse to crime or immorality, it is probably there 
is, nevertheless, a perverted idea either fixed or occurring 
suddenly to the patient. Besides, admitting the truth of 


which the “goodwill” is supposed to consist. In | the above propositions, we will assume that our opponent 


has not contented himself with proving the powerful 
character of the insane emotion, but has done what we are 
told it isso much easier for lawyers and non-medical 


the intellectual defect which lies at the foundation of 
the patient’s character. But having admitted all this 


* Reported, infra. 
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‘we ask how this shows (except in the single case where 
the intellectual defect has reference to a knowledge of 
right and wrong) that the “patient” ought not to be 
punished for his act of crime or immorality? 

If we are told again, the only thing we ever have been 
told, that he is “irresponsible ” for his actions, then we 
ask “irresponsible” to whom? If it is said “ irrespon- 
sible to our legal tribunals,” then we say our opponent 
is denying what is well known to be the state of our law 
If it is meant that the patient ought to be held irrespon- 
sible by our legal tribunals, then we ask again why so, 
and what justification can there be for a legal tribunal 
inflicting punishment on any one if not on a person in- 
sane in the manner supposed? Certainly the only 
justification of which we are aware, viz., the prevention 
of crime by the deterrent effect of punishing it, applies 
to the case. If, however, our opponents in their free use 
of the word irresponsible mean irresponsible to some 
higher being, then we can only decline to discuss whet her 
such persons are irresponsible in that sense or not, and 
express our astonishment at such a question being sup- 
posed by any one to have any bearing upon the punish- 
ments to be inflicted by our legal tribunals. 





IN OUR IMPRESSION of last Saturday we pointed out 
that the decision of Vice-Chancellor Stuart, pronounced 
the preceding Thursday, awarding an injunction to 
restrain the directors of the London, Chatham, and 
Dover Railway Company from further prosecuting their 
bill in Parliament, was wholly irreconcilable with the 
well-established principles which govern the Court. 
‘Certainly, in this matter the Court of Chancery cannot 
be accused of delay ; for on the Monday following the 
Lords Jastices pronounced judgment on the appeal 
against the Vice-Chancellor's decision. The result is 
that the Court of Appeal, without hearing any reply 
from the appellants, reversed Vice-Chancellor Stuart’s 
‘decision. 

Lord Justice Selwyn said:— 


“Upon the law as applicable to such subjects there can 
be no doubt. The learned Vice-Chancellor has said that 
the authorities which were cited before him were autho- 
rities in favour of such an application and such an inter- 
ference by the Courts. I agree with the opinion so ex- 
pressed by the learned Vice-Chancellor, and I think there 
are expressions to be found inall the judgments that were 
referred to, showing that the Court, although it does not in 
any way assume the power to interfere with the privilege 
or proceedings of Parliament, still has power to act ix 
personam, and, if a proper case should be proved, to restrain 
any persons making an improper and an unauthorised 
application to Parliament ; but, as those learned judges 
have also said, it is difficult to conceive or detine 
what are the cases in which it would be proper for 
the Court to exercise that power. I agree, there- 
fore, with the Vice-Chancellor in saying that those 
cases are authorities for the assertion of such a power 
by this Court. But, what we have to consider is whether 
in the present case it is right for the Court to exercise the 
power, assuming it so to possess it. Upon that branch of 
the case the authorities are abundant. I think it is sufficient 
to refer to two. The one, the case before Lord Cottenham 
of Attorney-General v. Manchester and Leeds Railway Com- 
pany (1 Rail. Ca., 436), where the Lord Chancellor held that 
although the conduct of the company, that is, the conduct 
of the company in prosecuting the bill, wasa violation of 
the undertaking entered into by them, yet the Court had 
no jurisdiction to restrain them from further soliciting a bill. 
It, having been entertained by the House of Commons, had 
become the proceeding of the Legislature. 

In the other case, one before the present Lord Chan- 
cellor, I mean Lancashire and Carlisle Railway Company 
v. London and North-Western Railway Company (4 
W. R. 220, 2 K. & J. 303), his Honour puts the case 
of the company having expressly covenanted not to 
make any such application to Parliament.” [His Lord- 
ship quoted the judgment of Wood, V.C., and con- 
tinued:—] “That is to say, tho Court, although it pos- 
sesses the power in the abstract, declines to exercise it, even 
i a case where the application which is sought to be 





| 
| 








restrained is an application made, as in the case before Lord 
Cottenham, in violation of an express undertaking given by 
the company promoting the bill, or as in the case before 
the present Lord Chancellor, where the company had 
expressly contracted not to do the very thing which they 
were then doing.” 

Lord Justice Giffard said :— 

** Beyond all doubt both authority and principle are en- 
tirely one way ; and those well-known authorities and that 
well-known principle have not been attempted to be im- 
pugned in argument. We have the authority of Lord 
Brougham, Lord Cottenham, Lord Chelmsford, and the 
present Lord Chancellor, one and all agreeing that though 
there may be some special cases under which, by the juris- 
diction ix personam, an injunction of this description may 
be granted, yet that in no case which has ever come be- 
fore the Court has such an injunction been granted, nor has 
anyone ventured to say in that particular case such an in- 
junction should be granted.” 


The reader who cares to refer back to our remarks of 
last week will see that these observations are in exact 
accordance with them. ' 

The present case adds nothing to the previous scate © 
authority, because the question was already as clear as 
repeated decisions could make it. On this account we 
cannot disguise our astonishment that the Vice-Chan- 
cellor Stuart should have granted the injunction. The 
result, then, is as before :—(1) The Court asserts its 
jurisdiction, acting in personam, to restrain an application 
to Parliament ; (2) the Court cannot interfere when 
once the Legislature has entertained the application ; and, 
(3) although the Court possesses the jurisdiction, it is 
not possible to conceive any circumstances under which 
the jurisdiction will be exercised. 





THE DUTY OF A CARRIER AS TO PROVIDING 
ROADWORTHY CARRIAGES. 

The general principles upon which rest the several 
liabilities of a carrier of passengers and of a carrier of 
goods have been, we should have thought, so well estab- 
lished from the earliest times, that it would have been 
almost impossible to question them. Given, however, a 
substantial railway company as defendants, and plaintiffs 
are sure to be found bold enough to attack almost any 
general principle, no matter how long it may have been 
acquiesced in or actedon. A good instance of this oc- 
curred in the case of Alton v. The Midland Railway Com- 
pany, 13 W. R. 918, where the plaintiff's servant was in- 
jured while travelling on the defendants’ railway, and it 
was sought, though unsuccessfully, to render the defen- 
dants liable in tort to the master for loss of services, as 
well as in contract to the servant himself for the injuries 
he sustained; and it is obvious that if the plaintiffin that 
case had succeeded the liability of railway companies 
would have been enormously enlarged. A similar 
attempt was made to enlarge the liabilities of railway 
companies in another direction in Redhead v, The Midland 
Railway Company, in the Queen’s Bench, which we 
commented on ante, vol. xi. p. 910. There the plaintiff, 
whilst a passenger on the defendants’ railway, was in- 
jured by an accident caused by the breaking of the tyre of 
one of the wheels of the carriage in which he was seated; 
and it was proved that such breaking was owing toa 
latent defect in the tyre caused by an air-bubble, which 
could neither be discovered in the course of manufacture 
nor afterwards, and that in fact there was no negligence 
on the part of either the manufacturer or the railway 
company. Lush, J., upon this state of facts, directed the 
jury that if the accident could not be foreseen, and was 
not due to any fault or carelessness of the defendants, 
they were entitled to the verdict; and this ruling was 
afterwards upheld by Mellor and Lush, JJ., in the 
Queen’s Bench, though dissented from by Blackburn, J. 
In our former article on the case, vol. xi., 910, we dis- 
cussed the matter at some length, and expressed a strong 
opinion that the view of Blackburn, J., could not be up- 
held, and that opinion has now been entirely confirmed by 
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the unanimous judgment of ‘the Exchequer Chamber, 
delivered by Montague Smith, J., and reported in 17 W. R 
737. 

The carrier of goods is an insurer against everything 
except the act of God and the king’s enemies, and this 
liability attaches on the bailment of the goods to him. 
The reason of the law being thus strict is, as Lord Holt 
tells us, in Cogge v. Bernard (1 Sm. Lead. Cas.), that men 
are obliged to trust carriers with their goods, that they 
necessarily part with all control over them, and that, if 
the carrier were not an insurer it would be easy for him 
to combine with thieves, and almost impossible for the 
owner of the goods to obtain any redress, The obligation 
of the carrier of goods, therefore, is to carry and redeliver 
them safely, “at all events;” but it would seem that a 
special warranty of the roadworthiness of his carriage is 
not necessarily imported into this obligation. 

The carrier of passengers, on the other hand, undertakes 
that, as far as human care and foresight can go, he will 
provide for their safe conveyance. The action against 
him rests upon negligence alone; while the action against 
the carrier of goods rests on the warranty by way of in- 
surance to carry and deliver safely at all events, entirely 
apart from any question of negligence. 

Such we always understood to be the distinction drawn 
by the law between the liabilities of the two classes of 
carriers; but in Redhead v. The Midland Railway Com- 
pany it was sought to treat a human being like a bale 
of goods, and to render the carriers’ obligation as exten- 
sive in the one case asin the other. Either, it was said, 
the railway company insure that they will carry the 
passenger safely, or they warrant that the carriage in 
which he travels shall be roadworthy, so as to render 
themselves responsible even for latent and undiscoverable 
defects in it. 

The plaintiff chiefly relied on the latter point, for 
which he cited Sharp v. Grey (9 Bing. 457), where a pas- 
senger was injured by an accident caused by the break- 
ing of the axle-tree of a stage coach. But the defect in 
the axle-tree might have been discovered if certain wood- 
work had been unscrewed, and the question was raised 
at the trial whether it would have been prudent to do so 
or not; so that the point now contended for was not 
specially raised on the facts. The direction of Tindal, 
C.J., who tried the case, was clearly opposed to the idea 
of any such warranty of roadworthiness existing, and so 
was the judgment of Alderson, J. The judgments of 
Gazelee and Bosanquet, JJ., however, certainly do imply 
the existence of such a warranty. Sharp v. Grey, there- 
fore, is but a weak authority, and it seems to have been 
rather loosely reported, the report in Bingham differing 
in some respects from that in 2 Moore & Scott, 620, and 
the case apparently was not very maturely considered. 
The only other English authorities cited by the plaintiff 
as directly bearing on the case were a dictum of Best, 
C.J.,in Bremner v. Williams (1C. & P. 414), and a ruling 
of Lord Ellenborough in Jsrael v. Clark (4 Esp. 259), of 
which it is sufficient to say that they are Nisi Prius de- 
ci~ions recorded in reports of no very high character. 

The cases establishing an implied warranty that goods 
supplied for a particular purpose shall be reasonably fit 
fur that purpose, though relied on by Blackburn, J., in 
the Court below, were dismissed by the Court of Error 
ou the ground pointed out by us in our previous remarks 
on the subject, viz., the essential difference between such 
@ contract and that for the conveyance of a passenger. 
The Court, indeed, went on to suggest that even in the 
caxe of such a contract to supply goods it might be a 
question how far the vendor would be liable for a latent 
«ef-ct which no skill or care could prevent or detect. 
This very point was intended to be raised in a case of 
Bonwell vy. Savin, in which a rule nisi was obtained in 
the Common Pleas on the 27th of April last. There a 
gun hired of an ironmonger burst and injured the 
hirer, and the jury found that this resulted from a de- 
fect in the gun which the person letting it could not 
have discovered. The rule unfortunately was made 











absolute without argument, no one appearing to show 
cause, su that the point did not come up for decision ; but 
on the ground that nemo tenetur ad impossibilia, we 
should be inclined to think the person letting the gun 
was not responsible for the accident. It is to be hoped 
that an application may be made to restore the case to 
the list, as we believe the Court would not be unwilling 
to entertain it. 

The English authorities, therefore, for implying the 
warranty of roadworthiness are slight, and as it seems 
to us entirely insufficient to countervail the general 
agreement of text-writers, and the long and uniform 
current of cases in which it has been assumed that 
no such warranty exists. Of this class of cases 
perhaps the most striking is Stokes v. The Eas- 
tern Counties Railway Company (2 F. & F. 691), 
where the facts were almost identical with those of the 
present case. After a protracted trial, Cockburn, C.J., 
there directed the verdict to be entered for the defen- 
dants, on a finding that there was no negligence in weld- 
ing the tyre, nor in the use of it, nor in failing to dis- 
cover the flaw in it. No one ever questioned that 
ruling, and no one connected with the case seems to have 
had an idea of the existence of a warranty of road- 
worthiness, 

But, besides English authorities, the plaintiff prayed 
in aid some American cases, the chief of which was 
Alden v. The New York Central Railroad Company (12 
Smith’s Appeal Cases of the State of New York, 102). 
There the facts were identical with those of the present 
case, and it was broadly held that “a common carrier is 
bound, absolutely and irrespective of negligence, to 
provide roadworthy vehicles.” The judgment, however, 
seems to have been chiefly founded on a view of Sharp 
v. Grey, which, as we have shown, is scarcely warranted. 
Gould, J., who delivered the opinion of the Court, seems 
to have been aware that he was importing what might 
be thought a new condition into the contract between 
carrier and passenger, and palliated it bysaying—“ Though 
this may seem a hard rule, it is probably the best that 
can be laid down; since it is plain and of easy applica- 
tion, and when once established is a distinct notice to all: 
parties of their duties and liabilities. And practically it. 
will be likely to work no more burdensome results to 
carriers of passengers than to leave them, with an un- 
certain criterion of responsibility, to the trouble and ex- 
pense of sstrongly-litigated contests before juries.” 
Surely the result here foreshadowed cannot be otherwise 
than burdensome and unjust, especially as juries, whe- 
ther in America or England, are not likely to be over- 
favourable to railway companies; and the advantages to 
be expected should be great indeed to justify the intro- 
duction into a contract of a term which neither party to 
it contemplated. 

The due care which, by our law, a carrier is bound to 
exercise for the safety of his passengers has always been 
construed to mean a very high degree of care; and if, 
in a case like the present, the onus of proving that the 
non-discovery of the defect involved no negligence is 
thrown on the railway company, we think the public 
will be sufficiently protected, and that, in the words of 
Smith, J., it would be a plain injustice to compel the 
company “ to make reparation for adisaster arising from a 
latent defect in the machinery, which they are obliged to 
use, which no human skill or care could either have pre- 
vented or detected.” 





THE RIGHTS OF THE ENGLISH IN FRANCE AS 
TO TRADE NAMES AND MARKS, 


The Court of Cassation has recently given a decision 
of considerable importance to English commercial in- 
terests in France. To enable the reader to appreciate 
properly its effect it is necessary to give a short account 
of the enactments and previous decisions on the subject. 

By the law of the 28rd June, 1824, the exclusive 
property of the commercial name was secured generally 
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-and protected in the proprietor thereof by the means of 
certain penal enactments. A certain number of courts 
and the great majority of text-writers held that foreigners 
might take advantage of that law and sue in France. 


‘The Court of Cassation, however, the opinion of which 


was the really important thing in the matter, invariably 
ruled that no such right existed in France in favour of 
foreigners, that being essentially a creation of the civil 
law, and foreigners being excluded from all such civil 
rights as were not expressly granted to them by the law. 
‘The law had said nothing of aliens. It was, therefore, 
@ settled thing that French subjects might with impunity 
imprint, engrave, or paint, or by any other means affix 
the names of foreign producers on their goods, the Court 
disregarding the fact that by such fraud injury was done 
not merely to the foreign producer but to the French 
consumer. 

Nothing occurred to disturb this state of things till the 
jaw of the 23rd June, 1857. By that law the right of 
prosecuting such as pirated their trade marks was granted 
to all such alien traders as established themselves in 
France, and to all likewise in countries between which 
and France treaties existed, or might be entered into, 
promising reciprocal protection for such injuries. In 
1860 a treaty of that nature was made between England 
and France, promising protection in each country to all 
subjects of the other resident in that country against 
usurpation of their trade marks. It may be well to 
mention here that the right to claim such protection in 
France is dependent upon the proper depositing of the 
trade mark at the office of the Clerk (Greffier) of the 
Tribunal of Commerce of the Department of the Seine. 
But the trade mark alone was mentioned; nothing had 
‘been said as to the commercial name. 

Doubt existed on that subject until an action by an 
English firm of Naylor & Co. against Frion & Marchant, 
¥rench manufacturers, for fraudulently imprinting their 
name on steel bars, brought the question to a final de- 
cision. The Tribunal of Commerce had given its judg- 
ment in favour of Naylor & Co., but the Imperial Court 
of Paris, on appeal, reversed their decision on the 
ground that the commercial name was not expressly 
‘mentioned in the enactments of the new law, and that 
the right to the protection of the name against commer- 
cial usurpation being a creation of the civil—Anglice, of 
the muncipal—law, aliens were not entitled to claim ié. 

The Court of Cassation, however, has now reversed this de- 
cision. Itsjudgmentof the 1 9th of March, 1869, contains the 
following: ‘‘ Whereas, if the action for indemnification fox 
such an offence cannot in general be brought in France 
by an alien, such a prohibition is impliedly raised with 
respect to England by the article 6 of the law of the 
23rd June, 1857, authorizing aliens to sue in France all 
such as have counterfeited their trade marks, if in the 
countries in which their manufactures are situate diplo- 
matical conventions have established reciprocity for 
French trade marks. Whereas such reciprocity has 
been established between France and England by 
article 12 of the treaty of the 10th of May, 1860, and by 
the diplomatical conventions of the 3rd of May, 1862, the 
enactments of which virtually extend by analogy to the 
usurpation of the name of a manufacturer or commercial 
name of a firm.” And the Court decreed that the deci- 
sion of the Court below should be quashed so far as it 
‘was contrary to the principles thus laid down. 

English manufacturers and traders may therefore 
henceforth confidently sue in France all usurpers of their 
trade name, provided they prove that they have been the 
first to make use of that name. 

As to the trade mark, there could be no doubt upon 
the subject since the treaty, but the English commercial 
public should be made to understand that no action can 
be brought on such a matter, either by a French subject or 
an alien, unless the trade mark has been previously regis- 
tered and deposited in the proper form. Foreign trade 


marks are to be deposited at the Tribunal of the Seine, 
the seat of which is Paris. 





RECENT DECISIONS. 


PRIVY COUNCIL. 
STOPPAGE IN TRANSITU—TRANSFER OF BILL OF 
LaDING. 
Rogers and Others v. The Comptoir D’ Escompte de Paris, 
§c., P. C., 17 W. RB. 468. 


The right of stoppage in transitu is the right of the 
unpaid vendor of goods to stop the goods on the in- 
solvency of the vendee if they are still on their way to 
the vendee; that is,if the transitus has not been com- 
pleted. As soon as the goods have reached the vendee 
the right ceases, and it may be defeated before arrival by 
the bond fide indozsement for value of the bill of lading 
under which the goods are sent. 

In Rogers v. The Comptoir D’Escompte de Paris, §e., 
the application of these rules concerning stoppage in 
transitu was in dispute. The facts of the case were— 
Goods in Manchester were sold to a firm carrying on 
business both in London and Hong Kong. By the 
direction of the vendees the goods were sent by the 
vendors to shipping agents in London for shipment to 
Hong Kong. The agents were directed by the vendees 





to receive the goods so forwarded to them simply for ‘ 


shipment. 
the vendees in Hong Kong, who before they received 
them were in embarrassed circumstances, owed a large 
sum of money to the respondents, and had given to the 
respondents an assignment of a quantity of miscellaneous 
property, specified in a schedule, including “all goods 
and bills of lading or other documents for all goods now 
on their way hither to arrive in December or January.” 
When the bills of lading arrived they were indorsed and 
handed by tbe vende¢es to the respondents in performance 
of the assignment. After this, and before the goods 
comprised in the bills of lading were delivered, the ven- 
dors claimed them of the shipowner, who delivered them 
up to the vendors, and who was subsequently compelled 
to pay to the respondents, who brought an action of 
trover against him, the value of the goods, 

There were two questions on this appeal—first, 
whether the transitus was continued between London 
and Hong Kong, or whether it terminated in London. 
Secondly, whether the transfer of the bills of lading 
to the respondents put an end to the right of stoppage in 
transitu. No doubt appears to have been felt about the 
first point. It was decided that the transitus continued 
until the goods reacbed Hong Kong. 

The second was the substantial question in the case, 
and it was held that the transfer did not, under the cir- 
cumstances, terminate the vendors’ right to stop the 
goods. No doubt was cast upon the rule that the in- 
dorsement of a bill of lading may determine the right 
of stoppage in transitu, but the rule is confined “ to the 
case where the person who transfers the right is him- 
self in actual and authorised possession of the docu- 
ment, and the transferee gives value on the faith of it, 
without having notice of any circumstance which would 
render the transaction neither fair nor honest.” This 
being the limitation of the rule, it was held that the 
respondents did not come within the rule, as the vendees 
had not the possession of the biNs of lading when they 
agreed to assign them, as nothing was advanced 
on the faith of the bills, and as the respondents, 
being aware of the embarrassed state of the vendees, 
obtained the bills merely by virtue of a sweeping clause 
in the assignment by which they endeavoured to obtain 
as much of their debtor’s property as possible in dis- 
charge of a pre-existing debt. 

The result of the case was, therefore, that the verdict 
against the shipowner was set aside, as the vendors to 
whom he had delivered the goods were held to be en- 
titled to them. This decision rests very much on its 
peculiar circumstances, and it is not very likely that 
similar facts will often recur. Itis not improbable that 
the case will hereafter be cited as showing that the in- 
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dorsement of a bill of lading fora pre-existing debt does 
not defeat the right of stoppage of an unpaid vendor. 
The case, however, does not by any means go so far as 
this. It was held that the indorsement in this case was 
not sufficient to defeat the vendors’ rights, but this deci- 
sion was not alone on the ground that the debt wasa 
pre-existing one, but was especially rested on all the 
circumstances surrounding the transaction. The principle 
laid Gown in the judgment, and cited above. as to the 
nature of a transfer which will defeat the right of 
stoppage in transitu might well be held in many cases 
to include the case of an indorsement for a pre-existing 
debt, and the rule certainly does not expressly exclude 
such a transfer. 

The form in which the judgment is delivered is un- 
satisfactory, as has unfortunately been the case in 
several of the late decisions by the Judicial Committee 
of the Privy Council. Itis of the greatest importance 
that every sentence of thechain of reasoning upon which 
the decision of a Court of ultimate appeal is based 
should be most carefully weighed, and it is most un- 
desirable that instead of well-considered and accurately 
worded arguments there should be substituted meaning- 
less phrases from old text books, and that such a 
passage as “the law in its genuine construction prefers 
a less estate by right to alarger estate by wrong ” should 
be quoted with approval, and allowed to form a portion 
of the ratio decidendi. 





EQUITY. 
Powers OF COMPANIES—How TO BE EXERCISED. 





Re General Provident Insurance Company, V.C.M., 
17 W. R., 574. 

This case is another instance of the application of the 
principle that a public company is incompetent to biud 
itself in any other way than that prescribed by the 
charter, the deed of settlement, or the articles of asso- 
ciation. Any actof a public company, or of the direc- 
tors on its behalf, or of the properly constituted agent of 
the directors, beyond what is expressly authorised by or 
necessarily implied from the constitution of the company, 
is ultra vires and void. That acompany should give a 
security, for instance, in exchange for a loan, and after- 
wards turn round and repudiate it on the ground that 
the security was not made in the manner provided by 
the articles of association is or would be, if companies 
had consciences, dishonest ; but nothing can be clearer 
than this, that a creditor who accepts such a security is 
liable at any moment to lose the benefit of it, and be 
reduced to the level of the general creditors. In the 
case before us the clause with reference to the forms of 
securities was of an affirmative and not of a negative 
character ; it ram not, “‘No securities shall be made 
unless in manner following,” but, “ All securities shall be 
maie in manner following ;” the provisions as to sealing 
avd signature were of a directory nature, and slight 
irregularities in their observance might have been viewed 
a« immaterial, yet the strictness of the rule is such that 
the Company were allowed to avail themselves of their 
own irregularity in executing the security as a means of 
invalidating it. The ordinary rules of construction, said 
Lord Justice Selwyn (Ite Peruvian Railway Company, 
17 W. B. 459), apply to memoranda and articles of as- 
sociation, just as much as to any kind of documents, 
and provisions of thie kind where they occur must be 
construed according to this rule. But where, on the fair 
interpretation of a clause in the articles of a company, 
a mcurity is only to be valid if given in a particular 
form, that fourm must be adhered to in order to insure 
the validity of the security, and, be it observed, that these 
wae Of defective execution are not aided by the Court, 
but rather resemble cases as to the execution of powers, 
where the form of exeention must be precisely pursued, 
The common form in the memorandum of every company, 
empowering the directors “ to do all such things as they 





@hall wurider incidental or conducive to the attainment 





of the aboveobjects,” has often beenrelied on by directors 
as an authority for acting much asif they were indi-- 
vidual sui juris, instead of being the agents of a corpora- 
tion with defined powers. The true construction of 
that clause appears frem Lord Cairns’ observations in 
Joint Stock Discount Company v. Brown (L. R. 3 Eq. 151) 
to mean that these powers are to be exercised only for 
the purpose of doing something bond jide connected with 
the objects to be attained, and, in the ordinary course of 
business adapted to their attainment. 





PRACTICE—OPPOSED APPLICATION FOR STOP ORDER, 
WHETHER TO BE MADE IN CHAMBERS OR BY PETI-- 
TION. 


Wrench v. Wynne, V.C.M., 17 W. R. 198. 


We commented upon this decision at length (supra» 


179) shortly after its delivery; it is therefore unneces- 
sary again to discuss in detail the authorities relating to 
the point of practice decided by Vice-Chancellor Malins. 
in this case. 

The matter stands simply thus: For many years it had: 
been an understood thing in all the four courts, that stop- 
orders should be applied for by summons at chambers, 
only where the owner of the fund or interest consented,. 
and in all other cases by petition in court. All the 
chancery text-books were unanimous on the point (see 
Daniell (last ed.) II. 1532; Seton, 45; Morgan, Chancery 
Acts and Orders, 507). It seems, however, that there 
never was any definite authority for this understanding. 
The 15 & 16 Vict. c. 80, ss. 16, 26, specify certain matters. 
to be taken in chambers, with such others as might sube 
sequently be directed by General Order. No General 
Order has laid down anything as to when stop orders are 
to be applied for, and Cons. Ord. xxvi. leaves the ques- 


: tion open. The cases cited in the practice-books, Re 


Miller, 6 W. R. 238; Re Nowell, 11 W. R. 896; and Lister 
v. Tidd, 15 W. R. 97, are scarcely in point; only in Hd- 
monson v. Harrison, 1 W. R.140, Vice-Chancellor Kinders- 
ley is reported te have said, upon an application by peti- 
tion, that “in uture, in the ordinary case of assignor 
and assignee concurring, or where no objection was made, 
all these matters would be disposed of by summons in 
chambers.” 

Thus it appears that it is a matter purely in the discre- 
tion of each judge to say when the application should be 
made in court and when in chambers, but the practice 
of the Courts has for many years been that only the un- 
opposed orders are to be applied for in chambers. This 
practice has grown up and become an established fact, 
acquiesced in by the Bench and the Bar; and, in point of 
fact, it amounts to this—that the judges have uniformly, 
in the exercise of the discretion aforesaid, taken opposed 
applications in court and unopposed in chambers. 
On such a point it is not of so much consequence 
what the practice is, as that there should be a practice 
understood and adhered to. Vice-Chancellor Malins, 
however, in the present case, broke through the practice 
understood and acquiesced in previously. He said 
the matter was entirely in the discretion of the Court, 
and that, though it was important always that general 
practice should be adhered to, yet, disapproving of this 
piece of practice, he should disregard it. We think this 
decision was erroneous in principle, and much to be re- 
gretted. The practice was not bad, and the fact that all 
four Courts had followed it for years is the consideration 
which should have decided Vice-Chancellor Malins how to 
determine the practice in his own court. We quite 
agree that he possessed the discretion, but it was accom- 
panied by this circumstance which should have been con- 
clusive as to its exercise.* 

In the present matter a uniform practice is particularly 





a - —_ 


* The importance of adhering to rules which have become 
established matters for the guidance of parties is strongly marked 
by Lord Hatherley in Wellesley v. Lord Mornington, 17 W. Re 
305, 
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necessary, in order that there may be some certainty as 
to the disposal of costs. We understand that the order 
in Wrench v. Wynne ultimately went off, the Vice-Chan- 
cellor being of opinion that there was no debt, and this 
point has not since arisen in any other case; but there 
remains the deliberate decision that in Vice-Chancellor 
Malin’s Court what had been the practice in all the 
courts is not to be the practice in future. Whether the 
Vice-Chancellor will, in time to come, lay down any rule 
xemains to be seen. 





COMMON LAW. 


‘LATERAL SuprporT OF LAND FOR SEWERS VESTED IN 
THE METROPOLITAN BOARD OF WORKS. 

The Metropolitan Board of Works v. The Metropolitan 
Railway Company, Ex. Ch. 17 W. R. 416. 

It is a well-known rule of law that the owner of land 
in its natural state, unencumbered with buildings, is 
entitled to support from the adjoining lands. This is a 
common law right, and is an incident of the owner- 
ship of land. It does not depend upon any eontract be- 
tween the two landowners, but is comprised in the sum 
of rights conferred by the ownership itself. This right 
to support cannot be increased by a landowner at his 
own pleasure, that is, he cannot increase the burthen on 
his neighbour’s land by placing buildings on the edge of 
his own land. If he does so build his right of support 
remains just as it was before, and his neighbour is only 
bound to leave what would be sufficient support for the 
land without the building. Provided such support is 
left, his neighbour is entitled to excavate his own land as 
che likes, and iff such excavation causes a fall of the 
‘building he is not liable to any action. He has not vio- 
lated any right of the owner of the building. <A right to 
the increased support required for buildings may be ac- 
‘quired by contract between the adjoining owners, or by 
its equivalent—prescription. After buildings have been 
erected twenty years a prescriptive right is (subject, of 
course, to exceptions) gained for the support necessary 
for such buildings. 

This rule of law underwent discussion in Zhe AMetro- 
politan Board of Works v. The Metropolitan Railway 
Company. A sewer less than twenty years old, pronerly 
made under statutory powers, was vested in the plaintiffs. 
‘The defendants, in the course of the construction of 
their railway, excavated near the sewer, and the sewer 
gave way. There was no negligence on the part of the 
defendants, and if the sewer had not been there there 
would not have been any subsidence. The sole ques- 
tion was whether the plaintiffs had an easement for 
the support of their sewer. They had not acquired 
any such easement by contract, and as the sewer was 
not twenty years old, it was clear that under ordinary 
circumstances they would not have had any right to 
support. It was argued for them that as the sewer 
‘was constructed under a statute there was an implied 
statutory right to whatever support was required for 
the safety of the sewer, The Court held, affirming the 
judgment of the Court of Common Pleas, that the 
statutes under which the sewer was made and vested 
in the plaintiffs gave no such right of support as was 
contended for. 

The question thus decided is one of considerable im- 
portance now that so many underground railways are 
‘being constructed, as it decides a principle which will 
es apply generally to all the sewers of the metro- 
polis. 

The case also will be an authority as to the applica- 
tion of the maxim “ quando aliquid mandatur, mandatur 
et omne we quod pertenttor ad illud.* 

* ve to liability for damages consequent on the execution of 
works authorised by tho Legislature, soe Blackburn, J., in 
Mersey Docks Trustees v. Gibbs, 14 We R, 872, L. Re 1H, 

112, and also Attorney-General v. Committee of Visitors ef 
Lolney Hatch Lunatic Asylum, 7 W. R, 240, 











REVIEWS. 


A Supplement to the Jurisdiction and Practice of the High, 
Court of Admiralty, containing the County Courts ddmi-, 
ralty Jurisdiction Act, 1868 (31 g 32 Vict. ce. 71); the 
Orders in Council made in pursuance thereof ; the General 
Orders for regulating the practice of the Admiralty Juris- 
diction of the County Courts; and the General Orders for 
regulating the practice of the Admiralty Jurisdiction of the 
Court of Passage. With Practical Notes. By R. G. Wu- 
tiaMs and GatnsForD Bruce, of the Middle Temple, 
Barristers-at-law. London: William Maxwell and Son. 
1869. 

All books on county court or admiralty practice which 
claim to be complete treatises must now, in addition to the 
law they have hitherto contained, deal with the Act of last 
year which gives admiralty jurisdiction to certain county 
courts. That Act is drawn more carelessly than is usual 
even in modern English legislation, and its editors have a 
corresponding difficulty in explaining its provisions. As 
yet no decision has been given upon any of its sections by 
the Court of Admiralty, which is the appeal court under the 
Act, and the doubtful passages can at present only be ex- 
plained by conjecture The work of editing the statute and 
the orders made under it is therefore limited to making 
such conjectural explanations and to supplying cross re- 
ferences. 

This work has been well done in the book before us, which 
is published as a supplement to the recent work on » Admi- 
ralty Practice’ by the same authors. The subject of this 
supplement is fully stated in its title, which is in effect 
almost a table of contents. There are notes to those sections 
of the Act which can be at all elucidated by notes, and 
cross references are abundantly supplied. The first note, 
whether so intended or not, forms an admirable satire upon 
the way in which the Act is drawn. The object of the Act 
is to give to certain county courts admiralty jurisdiction, 
which they have not hitherto possessed. One of the pecu- 
liarities which distinguishes the jurisdiction of the High 
Court of Admiralty from that of the common law courts is 
the power of proceeding in rem, and yet the wording of the 
Act leaves it in doubt whether county courts exercising 
admiralty jurisdiction may proceed in rem; and this note 
contains the author's reasons fcr thinking that the power of 
so proceeding is given to these courts. The length of the 
note is rather out of proportion to the rest of the book, but 
the importance of the question which is thus left in doubt is 
perhaps a suflicient excuse for this. 

We doubt not that the book will be extremely useful to 
those engaged in the branch of law of which it treats, as it 
brings to: gether in a handy shape all the present materials 
of that law—viz., the statutes and orders, with really useful 
notes, and it has ‘pesides a sufficiently good index. 





Magazine and Law Review, or Quarterly Journal 
for May, 1869, being No. liti. of the 


The Law 
of Jurisprudence, 


New Series, and No. 163 of the Lave Magazixe. London: 
Butterworths. 
The Law Magazine for May contains thirteen articles 


touching on the principal legal topics of the day. The first 
article is on the Law Digest Commission, and advocates for 
the consolidation and arrangement of English law, a com- 
bination of a digest and code which would produce “an 
authoritative treatise containing both the jural abstract and 
the correlative concrete in due proportions.” 

There is an article on Mr, Finlason’s edition of Reeve's 
History of English law, and the writerof the article adopts 
Mr, Finlason’s theory that a great part of moderu English 
law is derived from Roman law through the Romanised 
Britons, hence through the Saxons, and then again 
through all the changes caused by the Norman conquest. 
Accordingly we are told that “ the whole of our municipal 
system, our manorial system, the rules of inheritance, our 
civil procedure, and the whole substance of our law, so 
far as it relates to civil matters,” have been thus handed 
down to the present day. This utterly untenable proposi- 
tion is whimsically supported by reference to rom 
whose work, containing as it does, page after page trans- 
ferred directly from the Digest and Institutes of J ustinian, 
is the cause of many of the traces of Roman law now in our 
legal system, but is in no wise the result of Roman law 
transmitted from either the Britons or the Saxons. It hap- 
pens, oddly enough, that this theory of Mr. Pinlason’s, 








630. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. June 5, 1869, 








thus adopted by the writer of the article, is contradicted in 
a remarkable sentence in a subsequent article on “ Coroner's 
Election Law," where it is stated that the office of coroner 
“and the county courts are perhaps the only two Saxon 
institutions of which we can boast as having been trans- 
mitted to us from the free-born Britons and Saxons of 
ancient times.” 

There are articles on the expense of law offices, the Real 
Estates Intestacy Bill, the police, election inquiries, and 
indexing and digesting ; and also two gossiping notices, 
more suited to the columns of a daily paper than to a law 
magazine. on Lord Wensleydale and an old circuit leader 
respectively. The inevitable subjects, the last volume of 
Lord Campbell's “ Lives,” the site for the new Law Courts, 
and the Report of the Judicature Commission, are of course 
dealt with. 

We notice several instances of carelessness in the editing 
of the number which ought not to have been overlooked. 
For example, in the article on the Reai Estates Intestacy 
Bill the letter of Mr. Hayes, the well-known conveyancer, 
to this journal (published ante, p. 223) is quoted, but Mr. 
Hayes is throughout the article called Mr. Haynes. ‘The 
number contains the usual notices of new books. 


—e 


The American Law Review. April, 1869. Boston: Little, 
Brown, & Co. London: Stevens & Haynes. 
The American Law Review for April contains, as is usually 





the case, a good deal of matter which has as much interest | 
for English as for American lawyers. It commences with | 


a well-written’ article on the new book on international 
law, by Dr. Blintschli, who has attempted to put the rules 
of the law of nations into the form of acode. The article 


urges that a most useful result might be obtained if a con- 


gress “of enlightened and competent private persons” 
were to meet and draw up rules for the conduct of nations 
towards one another. Such acongresscould, the writerthinks, 
be collected, and “ would probably be able to lay down a 
body of law which would command the substantial assent of 
all.” 


The much-vexed question of legal and moral fraud, as | 


illustrated by Cornfoot v. Fowke and other cases, is elabo- 
rately examined in another article. The American and 
English cases on the subject are discussed, and the conclu- 
sion arrived at is that the decision in Cornfvot v. Fowke was 
right, and will be eventually sustained. 

There is also a report ot a very intercsting case decided 
in New York, where it has been held for the first time that 
a dramatic incident or situation is a subject of copyright in- 
dependent of the language of the characters, the surround- 
ings uf the stage, and the method of literary treatment. 
The question before the Court was whether the “ railroad 








for putting in their answer. Ordered, that they be reta'ned for 
purposes of answer, 

Patten moved to discharge an order, made by his Honour, 
restraining the defendant, his servants and agents, from in 
any way dealing with certain title deeds otherwise than by 
delivering them to the clerk of records and writs, and sub- 
mitted that the order was irregular. The deeds were required 
for preparing the answer. ‘They were im the hands of the 
solicitors for the defendants, who feared to touch them lest 
they should be committed for contempt. 

Glasse, Q.C., tor the plaintiff. 

Matiys, V.C., ordered the deeds to be retained by the 
solicitors for the defendants for the purposes of the answer. 
Costs to be costs in the cause. 


STATEMENT OF THE NuMBER oF Causes, PETITIONS, «C., 
disposed of in Court in the week ending Thursday, 
June 3, 1869. 
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LANCASTER CHANCERY COURT, LIVERPOOL. 
(Before Vice-Chancellor WIcKENs. ) 
May 14.— Thorpe v. Bannister. 

A testatrix who carried on business in a freehold house and 
shop of her own gave the ‘* goodwill” of her business to A., 
B., and C., and the rest of her property to D. and E. 

Tleld, that without deciding what passed by the term 
“goodwill,” it did not give the legatees thereof a right te 
occupy the testatrix’s shop as against the residuary devisees, 

Mary Cooper, the testatrix in this suit, at the time of her 
death carried on the business of a confectioner at Ever- 
ton, near Liverpool, where she occupied the celebrated 
Everton toffee shop, and manufactured and sold large 
quantities of the famous Everton toffee. 

3y her will she gave the whole of her real and personal 


| estate to trustees upon trust to permit Sarah Glover to carryon 


scene "' in Boucicault’s “ After Dark,” which is familiar to | 
Londoners, and which it was proposed to act in New York, | %€ : : 
| will, who were then acting as servants to her in the manage- 


wasnt a piracy from a similar scene in a play by another 
author. ‘The nature and dramutic interes of the two scenes 
were almost identical, although the language, stage direc- 
tions, names, &e, &e., were entirely different. ‘The Court 
eventuaily granted an iujunction to restrain the performance 
of the * railroad scene"? in * After Dark.” ’ 

An article on ‘€ The legal qualifications of representatives ’ 
does not possess much interest for the majority of English 
readers. There is a digest of recent cases, and also notices 
of books, which include Benjamin on the Law of Sale, vol. 
xiv. of the C. B. (N. 5.) reports, and vol. iii. of H. & C. 
reports, the Comic Blackstone, and Arrington’s Poems. 

The number contains a list of new law books published in 
England or America, and a summary of recent events ; 
also notices of the lately decided English cases,—Wason v. 
Walter, Martin v. Machonochie, Phillips v. Eyre, Chorlton v. 
Tings, Ryder v. Wombwell, and Genner v. Walker (Nisi 

rius). 


COURTS. 
COURT OF CHANCERY. 
Vice-CHancertou MALina, 
May 27.—Shaw vy. Cooke. 
Title decdy—Answey, 


Solicitors having evstody of title deeds were under an 
/ injunction in no way to deal with them except to deliver them 
to the clerk of reevrds and writs, The solicitors required them 


the business, occupy the shop, and use the trade fixtures and 
utensils for her life, and after her death the testatrix gave 
the goodwill of her business to Ann Unsworth, Alice 
Ellam, and Rose Leonard absolutely, and directed her 
real estate and the stock in trade, trade fixtures, and 
utensils of her business to be sold, and the proceeds to be 
divided between the plaintitls and the defendant Margaret 
Bannister. 

Sarah Glover survived the testatrix, and died in 
September, 1865. On her death the legatees of the good- 


ment of the business, claimed an interest in the shop and 


| house,and refusedtogive up possession, whereupon the plain- 


| 


| 





tiffs filed their bill against Margaret Bannister and her 
husband, who was one of the executors and trustees, and 
Mr. Teebay (who was the other executor and trustee) seeking 
to have the real and personal estate of the testatrix ad- 
ministered. 

In February last a decree was made including an inquiry 
as to who had been in possession of the real estate since the 
death of Sarah Glover, and notice of the decree having 
been served on the legatees of the goodwill, they attended 
the proceedings in the district registrar's office, and an 
agreement was come to whereby an occupation rent was put 
op the shop and premises of £40 a-year. 

The suit now came on to be heard on further directions 
and costs, the registrar having found, amongst other things, 
that the Jugatees of the goodwill had been in possession ever 
since the death of Sarah Glover. 

Bardswell, for the plaintiffs, contended that the legatees 
of the goodwill had no right to retain possession of the 
house and shop at Everton for an indefinite time, and 
argued that the goodwill of a business was a mere shadowy 
property, and, unless attached to and sold with the business 
and the premises on which it had been carried on, could not 
havea value attached to it. He cited Smith v. Everitt, 
7 W. RK. 605, 27 Beav. 446; and Robertson v. Quiddington, 
28 Beav. 529, as showing that in cases where the goodwill 
had not been realised by sale, the legatees were not entitled 
to any rights against the residue of the testator’s property. 
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He admitted that the legatees of the goodwill would be 
entitled under the terms of the bequest contained in Mary 
Cooper's will to hold themselves out to the world as the 
legitimate successors of Mary Cooper, manufacturer for 
many years of Everton toffee ; but he contended that the 
plaintiffs and Mrs. Bannister were entitled to occupy the 
— formerly occupied by Mary Cooper, and which 

ad been devised to them by her will, and there to carry 
on the manufacture of toffee, provided they did not repre- 
sent themselves to be the successors of Mary Cooper. He 
further urged that this was the intention of the testatrix, 
as evidenced by the fact that whilst she had allowed 
Sarah Glover, the tenant for life under her will, to re- 
tain possession of the toffee-shop at Everton, and also 
‘to have the use of all the utensils used in the manu- 
facture of the toffee, she had directed these utensils 
to be sold on Sarah Glover's death, and the proceeds of 
their sale divided between the plaintiifs and Mrs. Bannister, 
whilst she limited the bequest to the legatees to the mere 
goodwill. He objected to the legatees of the goodwill 
having their costs, as they had raised an untenable con- 
tention, and he asked that a time might be fixed within 
which they might be ordered to give up the premises in 
question. 

Lake, for Mr. Teebay. 

O. L. Clare, tor Mr. and Mrs. Bannister. 

furd North, for the legatees of the goodwill, contended 


that unless they were allowed to remain in possession of 


the house and shop for a reasonable time or were allowed 
some compensation, they would get no benefit from their 
legacy, and that the Court would not decide so as to make 
the gift to his clients in effect a nullity. He consented on 
their behalf to their being charged with an occupation rent 
of £40. He cited Fryer v. Ward, 11 W. Rt. 104, 32 L. J. 
Ch. 433. 

Wickens, V.C. (without calling for a reply), said that 
the case cited by Mr. North depended entirely upon the 
particular terms of the will, and was not applicable to the 
present case, Whatever the goodwill inight be, it did not 
entitle the legatees thereof to retain possession of the house 
and shop at Everton. As he understood the case, the 
goodwill of the business was not a thing which necessarily 
earried with it any right of property in the shop in which 
the business was carried on. He could not help thinking 
that in his decision he was doing violence to Mary 
Cooper's intention. She had used the word goodwill, and 
that word only, in the bequest to the legatees, and such a 
bequest merely gave the legatees what the goodwill of her 
business was worth. ‘Lhe bequest of the goodwill did not, 
in his judgment, carry any property whatever, or any 
right to the occupancy of the premises at Everton, and 
therefore he thought his only duty was, as no objection had 
deen raised to the jurisdiction, to give to the legatees a 
certain time, which should not be an unfair time, for he 
must not put the persons in possession to extreme incon- 
‘venience, but should give them a fair time within which 
to leave the premises, und also should charge them with an 
occupation rent of £40 a-year, which they had agreed to pay 
since Sarah Glover's death. 

After some further discussion as to the length of time 
to be given, his Honour, with Mr. Bardswell’s consent, fixed 
one calendar month; but refused to allow the legatees their 
costs incurred in the suit. 

Solicitors, WW. 12. Tyer, Teebay § Lynch ; Holt § Rowe. 

COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. 
(Before Mr. Commissioner Horroyp. 
June 3.—ZJn ve Charles Henry Ldiaands. 

The bankrupt was a solicitor, of Carey-street. His lia- 
bilities amount to £13,484 ; doubtful debts, £12,090, esti- 
mated to realise £6,800; property held as security £4,823 ; 
value of share in the assets of the late firm of Edmands & 
Mayhew, £2,354. ‘This was a sitting for examination and 
discharge. 

The bankrupt passed ; the sitting for order ef discharge 
was adjourned, 

LEEDS BANKRUPTCY COURT. 
May 28. June,—Re Wilkiison and Cragg. 
Lankruptey Act, L861, ss, 110, 149 Trading under ficti- 
tious capital—<Accommodation bills, 
The bankrupts in this case were worsted spinuers and 








merchants, of Burley. Application was now made for the 
order of discharge. 

Mr. Bond, for the assignees, did not oppose. 

Mr. Appleton, for Messrs. Beckett & Co., creditors, op- 
posed, on the ground that the bankrupts had been trading 
under fictitious capital within section 159 of the Act. 

Mr. Commissioner AyRToN now gave judgment. :— 

In this bankruptcy all proceedings have been stayed 
under section 110 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1841, and the 
bankrupts, having made a full discovery of their estate, 
now apply for their orders of discharge under that section. 
Mr. Appleton appeared for the assignees, and, as he stated, 
for 95 per cent. of the creditors, and did not oppose the 
granting of the order of discharge, but said that the credi- 
tors were rather in favour of the bankrupts having their 
discharges granted. Mr. Bond, however, appearel for 
Messrs. Beckett & Co., the bankers, and opposed tue bank- 
rupts under section 159 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1861, on 
the ground that they had “carried on trade by means of 
fictitious capital raised by accommodation bills.” It appears 
that there were cross-accommodation bills betwe2u the 
bankrupts anda Mr. Watmough, and between the bank- 
rupts and Messrs. F.I. Ingram & Co. The bankrupts’ 
drafts upon Watmough amounted to £1,926, and the bank- 
rupts’ drafts on Ingram & Co. were about £2,000. These 
drafts extended over a period of about four months, though 
to a small extent the course of dealing had existed about 
eighteen months. ‘the bankrupts, in about four months, 
obtained from Watmough and trom Ingram & Co. accom- 
modation bills to the amount of about £3,926, and used the 
cash obtained therefrom in their business. 

The question is whether or not the money so obtained by 
discount of these bills, and so used, was “ fictitious capital” 
within the terms of the Act of Parliament. 

In order to answer this question it becomes necessary to 
inquire into the circumstances under which the bills were 
given, and the pecuniary state of the bankrupts at the time. 
Cases may arise where money raised on accommodation 
bills may, nevertheless, not come under the term of “ ficti- 
tious capital.” For instance, if the bankrupts could have 
taken up these accommodation bills after paying ail their 
other debts, then the capital raised might have been con- 
sidered as real and not fictitious; for although it would 
have been raised by a very bad method—that is, by those 
evil things called accommodation bills—yet perhaps it 
would not be keld to be “ fictitious capital.” What then 
were the circumstances of the bankrupts? It appears by 
the balunce-sheet that their debts are £37,000 ; their assets 
are estimated at £16,900; leaving a deticiency of no less 
than £20,000. ‘The whole of these debts were incurred 
during the year 1808, with the exception of £6,793 incurred 
in 1865 to Messrs. W. &, E. Wilkinson, for lent money. 
Finally, I find by the resolutions of the ereditors that all 
the bankrupts can now pay is an immediate sum of six 
shillings in the pound in cash, and a possible further sum 
of three shillings more in six months’ time. The bank- 
rupts are, therefore, hopelessly insolvent. Mr. Wilkinson 
indeed stated that he did not know that the firm was insol- 
vent till they made themselves bankrupt. It is disagreeable 
to have to throw doubt upon the word of a gentleman in Mr. 
Wilkinson’s position, but the estate will not pay six shil- 
lings in the pound; the bankrupts have owed Messrs. W. 
& E. Wilkinson the sum of £6,793 since 1865, and they 
have received in about four months before the bankruptcy 
accommodation bills to the amount of £3,926, It is diffi- 
cult, therefore, to understand that the bankrupts could have 
avoided knowing that they were insolvent. But this much 
is clear, that if the bankrupts did not in fact perceive that 
they were insolvent it must have been that they wil- 
fully shut their eyes to the disagreeable fact, or were so 
utterly and culpably indifferent to their affairs as never to 
give a thought to the question of how their business was 
going on. But how can they pretend that they thought 
themselves selvent when they knew that they owed Messrs. 
W. & E. Wilkinson £6,793? when they were driven to 
have recourse to accommodation bills—not simple accom- 
modation bills, but regular systems of cross-accommodation 
bills? Now, cross-accommodation bills are always prime 


Jacie tainted with fraud. How was it in this case? Neither 


Watmougrh nor Ingram lent their acceptances to the bank- 
rupts and stopped there. They went further, and took oross 
acceptances in return; no goods passed; there was no con- 
sideration but bill for bill. This was immoral and fraudu- 
lent kite-tlying. ‘That the bankrupts knew full well that 
they were doing wrong is quite apparent. These bills were 
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made payable not at their regular bankers (Messrs. Beckett 
& Co.). but at or through the bank of Cousins & Co., and 
this was done designedly to eonceal these cross-accommoda- 
tion transactions from Beckett & Co. And why were Bec- 
kett & Co. not to. know the truth about these bills? Be- 
cause tlie bankrupts were, if not ashamed, at any rate afraid 
of the truth being known. If Beckett & Co. had known the 
truth they would have immediately closed their doors against 
the hankrupts. It is to be observed, also, that these bills 
were drawn not for round sums, but for odd amounts, and 


' shillings and pence were added to give them the appearance 


of general trade bills. Now, that is one of the indications 
of ‘‘fictitious capital,’ according to the opinion of Lord 
Cairns, who said, in Ex parte Harrison, 15 W. R. 163, L. R. 
2Ch. App. 195-8, quoted by Mr. Bond, speaking of trading 
on fictitious capital, ‘‘It is difficult to say what would 
amount to such trading. I should say that the words might 
apply to a case in which a trader obtains acceptances when 
there was no real transaction, and then gets themdiscounted 
under circumstances which would lead persons to think that 
they represented real transactions, as, for instance, by ad- 
justing the sums so as to include shillings and pence, as if 
they were erdinary trade debts. I have an impression that 
such a case might be treated by the Court as trading upon 
fictitious capital.” 
entered separately in the bankrupts’ books as * consign- 
ment” accounts. This was clearly for the purpose of deceit. 
Upon the whole, it is my opinion that, so far as these accom- 
modation bills are concerned, these bankrupts have been 
guilty of the offence of trading on fictitious capital. That 


this is a very serious offence is evident from the conclusion of | 


section 159, which authorizes the Court to inflict imprison- 
ment for any period not exceeding a year. It appears to me 
that Mesers. Beckett & Co. have done no more than their 
duty ag bankers of high standing ia calling attention to this 
misconduct of the bankrupts, and that the thanks of the 
mereantile world are due to them for the course which they 
have pursued. On the other hand, I cannot refrain 
froja expressing a hope that Mr. Appleton is labour- 
icg under some misapprehension if he thinks that 
ninety-five per cent. of the creditors under this bank- 
ruptey approve of the conduct of these bankrupts with 
regard to these fraudulent cross-accommodation acceptances. 
It would be much to be lamented if the creditors were so 
demoralised as to approve of the bankrupts’ conduct, which 
I can hardly suppose that they do (especially as I perceive 
that one.of the creditors is the Bank of Leeds, Limited), 
after the pains which the various Chambers of Commerce 
(including the Leeds Chamber of Commerce) have taken to 
point out the injurious and fraudulent nature of such bills. 
I hope, on the whole, that the creditors in this case will join 
with every honest man in reprobating such bills, which are 
fictitious, a trade fraud, and a moral dishonesty. As regards 
the bulk of their debts these bankrupts may take their 
discharge, but that discharge ought not to release them 
frora lishility on these accommodation bills, which object 
will le attained by annexing to the order of discharge a 
condition that any salary, pay, emoluments, profits, wages, 
earnings, or income that may afterwards become due to the 
bankrupts, or either of them, and any after-received property, 
shall be subject tothe payment in full of the bills in ques- 
tion, Which bills, probably, should be set forth sertatim in 
the orler of discharge. 
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COUNTY COURTS. 
LAMPETH. 
(Before J. Pirr Tayior, Esq., Judge.) 
May 18.—Smith v. Simont. 
Landlord and tenant. 

A tenant may not remove a bie. border from a Slower bed on 
the expiration of his tenancy, potwithstanding his having 
planted the border himself. 

This was a claim for £3 10s.. as damage sustained by the 
plaintiff through the defendant having taken away some 
ninety yards of box bordering from a garden which he had 
oceupied three or four years. ‘The defendant had, it ap- 
peared, made the garden out of previously useless ground, 
and had taken the box away under the impression that it 
was his own property. 

Mr. Palmer, for the defendant, said he was afraid his 
client had no defence as to the right to take away the box, 
which was included in the term “ landlords’ fixtures.” It 





It further appears that these bills were | 





was a hard case that a man could not take away his owm 
property, but in this case the hardship was attempted to be 
considerably aggravated by an extortionate claim, which not 
only included the market value of the goods taken away, 
but an imaginary sum for the disfigurement of the garden 
which had been left in far better condition than it was in 
when his client took possession. 


Mr. Pirr Taytor, after referring to Woodfall and the- 


case of Empson v. Soden, 4 B. & Ad. 655, said he was sorry 
to say Mr. Palmer was right as to the box being affixed to 
the freehold. The case quoted ran exactly on all fours with 
this case,and he was bound to act in accordance with 
it. He should, however, under the circumstances, only give 
the value of the box taken away, which he should put at 
£1 10s. The judgment would be for that amount, but the 
plaintiff would not be allowed any costs except the court 
fees on the £2 scale. 








APPOINTMENTS.., 


Mr. Samvet JAcKMAN Prescop has been gazetted as one 
of the Judges of the Assistant Court of Appeal in the 
island of Barbadoes. There are three judges of this court, 
with a salary of £450 per annum each, ; 

Mr. Joux Woopcock, of the firm of Woodcock & Son, 
solicitor, of Haslingden, Lancashire, has been appointed 
clerk to the new-established magistracy of: that borough. 
Mr. Woodcock is the son of Mr. ‘Thomas Woodcock, solici- 
tor. 

Mr. Steruen Brown Dixoy, solicitor, of Pewsey, Wilts, 
has been appointed Clerk to the Pewsey Board of Guardians, 
and Clerk to the Magistrates for the Divisions of Everleigh 
and Pewsey, in succession to his uncle, Mr. 8. B. Dixon, 
deceased. Mr. Dixon was certificated in Michaelmas Term, 
1862, and isa member of the Solicitors’ Benevolent Asso- 
ciation. ' 

Mr. Wituram Bristow, of Greenwich, Kent, and of the 
city of London, has been appointed a perpetual commis- 
sioner for taking the ackuowledgments of deeds by married 
women. 











GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Correspondents are again reminded that we do not insert 

letters forwarded to us anonymously. 
PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION. 

Sir,— I think the gentlemen who attended the last pre- 
liminary examination have great cause of complaint in not 
having been yet informed of the result. 

The examination took place on the 12th and 13th of May, 
and upon inquiry at the Law Institution [ was informed 
that possibly the letters might be sent out to-morrow (Fri- 
day), but they could give no positive reply. 

As it is of so much importance to the candidates to know 
the result quickly, I think greater expedition ought to be 
used, not only to relieve their anxiety of mind, but also to 
enable them to prepare, if necessary, for thenext examination. 

London, June 3. A Sunscriper. 








PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION. 


HLOUSE OF LORDS, 

May 31.—The Newspapers, &c., Bill (to repeal the Act 
of 1799 and other Acts mentioned in a schedule, relating to 
licenses for lecture and news-rooms, was read a second time. 

June 1.—The Stannaries Bill was read a second time. 


June 4.——The Life Peerages Bill was considered in com- 
mittee. Clause 1, 2, 3, and the preamble were agreed to, 
clause 2 having been amended so as to provide that “two” 
instead of “four” life peers may be made each year until 
the number amounts to twenty-eight. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 


May 29.—Patent Law.—Mr. Macfie moved tho abolition 
of patent law. Ho asserted that legislation upon this 





subject should be based upon two principles—firstly, that 
the interests of inventors should not be considered before 
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the interests of the nation at large, and, secondly, that 
there could be no property in ideas. The graat of a patent 
had always been a royal favour, and no inventor could 
claim as a right the exclusive privilege of manufacturing or 
selling any novel production he might have invented. An 
invention differed altogether from the literary work of an 
author, which he would continue to protect ; and when he 
spoke of the interests of the nation at large he referred to 
the obligation the House was under to do everything in its 
power to protect commercial interests from the evil conse- 
quences of the law of patent right. The yresent patent 
system differed ¢oto celo from that which our fore- 
fathers 250 years ago thought tolerable. As to its 
inconvenience, he could produce witnesses to prove that it 
interfered very seriously and injuriously with trade, and 
one of the conditions upon which patents originally were to 
be granted was that they should have no such effect. He 
held in his hand a paper which showed how many wrongs 
were inflicted by the present system on manufacturers, 
patentees, and vendors who were not patentees. One par- 
ticular law plea in connection with the defence of a patent 
had cost the parties £100,000. A Royal Commission on the 
subject was appointed in 1862, and their report was issued 
in 1865. Many eminent men were examined, and the result 
was that, though he believed the bulk of the commissioners 
entered on the inquiry in the belief that the system could 
be remodelled so as to be made defensible, they ended by 


arriving at a very different conclusion. The report stated | 
that the majority of the witnesses had decidedly affirmed | 
| tainly not one in a hundred of the total number of patents, 


the existence of practical inconvenience from the multiplicity 
of patents ; and the commissioners called special attention to 
the testimony given by the First Lord of the Admiralty and 
the various witnesses on behalf of the War Department, 
showing the embarrassment caused tu the naval and mili- 
tary services by the multitude of patents taken out for 
inventions in use in those departments. But though five 
or six years had elapsed since that time nothing had been 
done, and he believed the next course for the House to take 
was either to adopt his motion simpliciter or to call upon 
the Government to issue a Royal Commission, so that the 
question might no longer be postponed. While in 1650 the 
number of patents was naught, fifty years later it was two, 

fifty years afterwards seven, and so it wen; on until, in 
1867, it was 2,292. Ireland, too, was a great sufferer by 
the present system, for whereas in 1800 there were only 
two patents in that country, now there were 2,292. The 
question was whether they were to abolish patents simpli- 
citer, or to adopt the system of Mr. Mill, who held that if 
they were to abolish patents they ought to grant compensa- 
tion. There was this to be said in favour of that view, 
that whatever benefit was to be gained, if there was any, it 
would be the State, not the manufacturers, that would 
receive it. He moved, “That, in the opinion of this 
House, the time has arrived when the interests of trade 
and commerce and the progress of the arts and sciences in 

this country would be promoted by the abolition of patents 

for inventions.” 

Sir Roundell Palmer seconded the motion. For his own 
part he was inclined to go to the root of tho matter and 
abolish patents altogether, and not attempt to substitute 
even such a system—although it might probably be prefer- 
able in many respects to the present system—of rewards as 
his hon. friend had mentioned. Of course those who derived 
benefit—whether they were the public or were private in- 
dividuals—from the discoveries that might be made if 
patents ceased to exist, might always take into consideration 
the value they received, and pay for that benefit, as he be- 
lieved the Government now did, although it was not bound 
by patents, with respect to improvements which were uséful 
to the public service. But thut, he conceived, would be a 
very different thing from an organised system of rewards 
at al! analogous to the present system of patents. He might 
mention, in passing, a third plan, which had found very able 
and authoritative advocates, and which he should also greatly 
prefer to the present system, although he thought total abo- 
lition would bo better than that likewise. Ho referred to 
the plan of putting an end to the notion that every person 
who invented anything had a right to a patent, and recur- 
ring to what, he imagined, was originally the principle in- 
tended—namely, the giving of patents as a mattorof graceand 
favourin well-selected and discriminated cases, inthe exercise 
of a discretion by anauthority entrusted with that discretion, 
But ho himself was not for half measures in that mat- 
ter. Ho thought thoy had a right, as the motion proposed, to 
say that at the period of progress in the history of the arts and 














of trade in this country at which they had arrived, they 
could do much better without these props. Invention and 
discovery were essentially unlike copyright. Copyright 
applied to a creation. But in the case of inventions and 
discoveries, the facts with which they were concerned lay in 
nature itself, and all mankind who were engaged in pursuits 
which gave them an interest in the investigation for practi- 
cal purposes of the laws of nature had an equal right of 
access to the knowledge of those laws, and might be equally 
in the track for obtaining it. All who were engaged in 
particular arts and manufactures were equally upon the 
track which led to the discovery of those laws; and the 
knowledge of them was the common stock and property of 
all mankind who were equally in pursuit of it. He could 
not allow that the man who was first in the race of dis- 
covery could claim for fourteen years or any other term an 
exclusive property in a portion of the common stock of 
knowledge which was accessible to all who used the proper 
means of discovering it. It was said that patents were use- 
ful to the public either as stimulating invention oras insuring 
the publication of useful discoveries; and he did not venture 
to say that the time might not have been when they answered 
both of those purposes. Bounties and premiums might be 
adapted to a rude state of the arts and an early stage in the 
progress of commerce. He would ask the House to look at two 
or three things which it seemed to him would put the matter 
in a strong practical light. Patents might be divided into 
those which might be popularly called meritorious and those 
which were not meritorious. The former class were cer- 


and the latter class were very numerous in every year. 
How, then, did the system work as regarded meritorious 
patents ? Among the most meritorious discoveries of recent 
times were the steam engine, the electric telegraph, and the 
screw propeller. These cases furnished excellent illustra- 
tions of the way in which the patent system worked. Take 
the electric telegraph. According to the evidence on the 
subject it was not possible, even for those who best under- 
stvod the matter, to say who was entitled to the merit of 
that invention, so gradual and imperceptible was the natural 
growth and progress of knowledge and discovery in reference 
to it. But about 400 or 500 patents had been taken out 2s 
marking different steps in the investigation of that subject. 
They were not dealing, in the case of the most meritorious 
inventions, with a true discovery by a single inventor, but 
with an important branch of practical knowledge at which 
many men were working at the same time, and in regard to 
which each step attained indicated the next step that was 
to follow, and many persons together were on the road. 
Well, but if they were on the road the public would get 
the benefit of the discovery, and the question was whether, 
by enabling each person on the road tostop up the road at his 
particular point, they were not really retarding the progress 
of discovery, and throwing difficulties in the way of even 
the most valuable inventions. [After referring to the opinion 
of Mr. Grove, Q.C., and Mr. Platt, and to Young’s and 
Bovill’s patents, the right hon. gentleman concluded]— 
What was the position in which they stood in reference 
to the cardinal point of protection against bad patents ? 
Was there really any protection in that respect in the duties 
which were discharged by the law officers of the Crown? 
It was impossible for the law officers of the Crown, 
acting on the mere statement of the patentee, to 
know with certainty whether a so-called discovery was 
new or not. They could only examine into the question 
whether an alleged invention, as described on the face of it, 
was or was not satisfactory ; but they could in no way pro- 
tect the public against having an old thing put forward as a 
new, or a useless as a useful invention. Indeed, the at- 
tempt by means of any sort of preliminary investigation 
to establish the utility or inutility of a patent must, in his 
opinion, necessarily fail so long as the granting of patents 
was a matter of right and not of discretion. And what was 

the result when a patent came to be disputed in a court of 
law? Everybody was aware that such litigation had 

acquired a reputation infamous beyond every other. He 

did not think that we should lose really valuable discoveries 

if the patent laws were abolished. There might be some 

rare instances in which particular circumstances might give 

to particular inventors motives for suppressing and facilities 

for suppressing discoveries which were not patented. But, 

assuming that to be possible in some cases, it operated even 

now, for it was well known that patents were bought up for 

tho purpose of being suppressed, and it was understood also 

thatinventors were the persons who derived the least advantage 




































































from their inventions. His conclusion, therefore, upon the 
whole matter was that the time had at last arrived—even if 
it had not arrived some time ago—at which the public in- 
terest would be promoted by the entire abolition of the 
present system of monopoly. 

Lord Stanley, as Chairman of the former Royal Commis- 
sion, would state the result which that inquiry produced upon 
his mind. There was no doubt that, quite apart from the 
principle of the law, the details of the law as at present ad- 
ministered were not satisfactory. But it was impossible to 
carry on an inquiry of that kind, even limited as it was—it 
was impossible, at least for him, and he believed he was not 
the only one in that position—without finding a doubt 
raised in one’s mind whether any patent law could be framed 
in such a manner as—not upen the whole, upon the balance 
of good and evil—to do more harm than good. [After insist- 
ing on the distinction between patent and copyright, the 
noble lord continued]—The objections which he felt to the 
principle of patents were threefold. In the first place, you 


could hardly ever secure the reward going to the right ! 


man. In the next place you could not establish any 
proportion between the public service rendered and the value 
of the reward received nominally for that service. And, 
thirdly, you could not, by any arrangement that he had been 
able to discover, prevent very great inconvenience and in- 
jury being inflicted upon third parties. 

At the same time, he did not at all disguise from the 
House that there were certain inconveniences and difficulties 
in the way of abolishing patents altogether. You had to 
guard, in the first place, against |the danger of encouraging 
inventors to keep their discoveries entirely to themselves. 
Then it had been suggested that there might be a system of 
State rewards for the encouragement of really meritorious 
inventions. 
established at great cost, and it would be avery difficult 
thing to apportion among inventors the reward to which 
they might think themselves entitled. The distribution of 
the rewards would give rise to endless complaints, and would 
occasion, however unjustly, suspicions of jobbing and 
partiality. With regard to the suggestion of the possibility 
of granting patents not as aright but as matters of discretion 
only in certain limited and important cases, the select 
committee considered that point, aud he was bound to say 
that the difficulty of carrying it out appeared to his mind 
almost insuperable. There would be found great difficulty 
in drawing the line, and it would not be an easy matter for 
any one to exercise so large a discretionary power as to de- 
cide to what inventions patents should or not be granted. 
He did not know what tribunal would be fit to exercise so 
great an authority, and he was sure that none would be able 
to exercise it in a manner to give satisfaction to the public. 
Under these circumstances it appeared that they were 
landed in great embarrassment. He was convinced that the 
patent laws did more harm than good, and if called on to 
say aye or no as to their continuance, he should certainl 
give his vote against them ; but, as this was a matter which 
reqnired a particular handling, he should be content to 
leave the question in the hands of the Government, and 
he thought it was well worth consideration whether 
they could not, starting on the ground that the abolition 
of the patent laws wholly or partially was desirable, institute 
some inquiry with the view of discovering, if possible, the 
best substitute for them in certain cases, 

Mr. Howard thought most of the objections touched not 
the principle, but the existing law and its administration : 
especially the sham examinations made on applications for 
patents. He denied the distinction between patent and 
copyright. If they wished to undermine the manufacturing 
and commercial greatness of England, they could not take 
any more effectual means of doing so than abolishing the 
patent laws. 

Mr. Mundella, in favour of working men, who were the 

wrincipal inventors, deprecated the abolition of patents, 
Put urged a reform of patent law rendering it less vague. 

Mr. Stapleton said, unless there were some protection 

anted the worker would go unrewarled. But a more 

efinite description should be required, and it should be 
compulsory on the patentee to grant licenses. 

Lord Elcho said a letter had been addressed to him by 
the honorary secretary of the Working Man’s International 
Exhibition to be held next year, of which the Prime Minis- 
ter was “agg and the Lord-Lientenant of Ireland 


vice-president, requesting his attention to the motion 
before the House, and desiring him to use his influence to 








That plan was one which could only be | 
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prevent capitalists obtaining means for depriving workmen, 
the authors of inventions, of their right to protection. The 
letter also urged that the existence of such rights stimu- 
lated workmen to instruct themselves in technical educa- 
tion. A bill for the further protection of the property of 
workmen in their inventions was in course of preparation 
by the same persons who had addressed him that letter, and 
on the whole he suggested the propriety of postponing a 
decision on the question raised until it had been thoroughly 
gone into. 

The Attorney-General thought the patent laws did more 
good than harm. He considered the real grievance to be 
that they had given too much encouragement to inventors, 
who took out patents merely in order to trip each other up. 
But improvement was necessary, and he suggested that some 
one should move for a select committee this session or next. 

The motion was withdrawn. 

The County Coroners Bill passed through committee, pro 


forma. 


The Evidence Amendment Bill was read a third time. 

The Companics Clauses Act (1868) Amendment Bill,—Mr. 
Goldney obtained leave to bring in a bill to amend the, Com- 
panies Clauses Act (1863). 


May 31.—The Irish Church Bill—The third reading was 
carried by a majority of 361 to 247, and the bill was accord- 
ingly read the third time and passed. 

The Election Commissioners Expenses Bill passed through 
committee. 

Liquidation —A bill by Mr. H. B. Sheridan to facilitate 
compromises and arrangements between creditors and share- 
holders of joint-stock companies in liquidation was read a 
first time. 


June 4.—The Bankruptcy Bili—Committee. Clauses 1, 2, 
3, 4 were agreed to. Clause 5 (exclusion of companies and 
large partnerships) was verbally amended. 

Clause 6 (petitions for adjudication).—Mr. Norwood pro- 
posed, but withdrew an amendment, reducing the amount of 
debt entitling a creditor to petition to £20; the Attorney- 
General opposing, the amendment was withdrawn. Mr. 
Peek obtained the insertion in line 19 of the words, ‘‘ with in- 
tent to delay or defeat his creditors.” 

Mr. G. Gregory moved to strike gut section 3 and insert 
the following words:—‘‘ That the debtor has filed in the 
court in the prescribed form a declaration in writing, signed 
by him, and attested by a registrar of the court, or by an 
attorney or solicitor, that he is unable to meet his engage- 
ments.” 

Sir Roundell Palmer, Mr. Serjeant Simon, Mr. Jessel, and 
the Attorney-General opposed the amendment. 

Mr. Walpole supported it. 

Mr. Norwood thought that the amendment would be im- 
proved by the introduction of words making the consent of 
a creditor necessary before a man could have himself de- 
clared a bankrupt. 

The amendment was then withdrawn. 

Mr. Gregory proposed the alteration of the time within which 
an act of bankruptcy must be committed from two months 
to twelve, the former time being too short to admit of the 
discovery of many acts of bankruptcy, such, for instance, 
as the making of a fraudulent conveyance. 

Mr. Morley said that the Chambers of Commerce were in 
favour of an alteration, but they thought that while two 
months would be too short and twelve months too long, 
six months would be the most convenient term to fix. 

The Attorney-General assented to the latter course sug- 
gested by the hon. member for Bristol, and, Mr. G. Gregory 
withdrawing his amendment, the term of six months was 
inserted in the bill in lieu of two months, and the clause 
was agreed to. 

Clause 7 was amended by providing that the debtor should 
be sued ‘‘in the prescribed manner,” Serjeant Simon with- 
drawing an amendment empowering the Court to dispense 
with service if it should appear that the bankrupt was 
keeping out of the way. 

Clause 8 (stay of proceedings on denial of indebtedness).— 
Mr. Peek moved an amendment to prevent the Court having 
to try questions of disputed liability, but, the Attorney- 
General opposing, withdrew it. 

The Attorney-General carried an amendment reserving to 
the county courts the jurisdiction they at present possess to 
try cases of debts up to £50, but not enlarging that juris- 
diction. The clause was then agreed to. 

Clause 9 was agreed to. 
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On clause 13, 

Mr. Morley proposed the insertion of words by which 
meetings of creditors for the appointment of persons to 
administer the property of bankrupts were to be sum- 
moned by advertisement or circular not less than three 
days or more than nine days within the day of adjudica- 
tion. 

The Attorney-General said that this was a matter of de- 
tail which would be settled by the rules and regulations to 
be drawn up by the judges. 

The amendment was withdrawn. 

On the motion of Mr. Morley, the words ‘‘ subject to any 
prescribed reguiations ” were struck out, and the clause was 
agreed to. 

On Clause 14, 

Mr. Jessel said that the law as to reputed ownership was 
very inequitable in its operation. He hoped that the clause 
would be struck out altogether; but, if not, he believed the 
Attorney-General was willing to introduce words providing 
that it should not extend to things in action, whether legal 
or equitable. 

Mr. Alderman Lawrence said that fraud would be perpe- 
trated upon the commercial community to a large extent if 
the clause were struck out, for shops would be stocked with 
goods belonging to third parties, and the creditors would 
then find no available assets. 

The Attorney-General was willing to introduce a proviso 
to the effect that ‘‘ things in action shall not be deemed 
goods and chattels within the meaning of this clause.”’ 
The law had always been that if a man entrusted a trader 
with goods and chattels, it was but fair that they should be- 
come the property of his creditors, and he thought it would 
be dangerous to depart from that principle. 

Sir Roundell Palmer entirely concurred with the 
Attorney-General. To do more than he had suggested 
would be totally destructive of credit throughout the 
country. At present a man could participate in profits 
without becoming responsible for debts; if to this were 
added the abolition of the law of reputed ownership business 
would be materially hindered. 

The Attorney-General then proposed to add at the end 
of clause 14 these words—“ Provided that things in action 
other than debts due to him in the course of his trade or 
business shall not be deemed goods and chatteis within the 
meaning of this clause.’’ 

The proviso was agreed to, and the clause as amended, 
added to the bill. 

Clause 15, 16, 17 were agreed to. 

Clause 18.—Mr. Anderson carried an amendment pro- 
viding for the public examination of a bankrupt as to the 
state of his affairs. 

Clause 19.—Mr. Anderson proposed en amendment to the 
effect that the trustees should call a meeting of the committee 
of inspection once every three months, when they should 
audit the accounts and decide as to a dividend. 

The Attorney-General would not object to the amendment 
with the substitution of the words, “ determine whether any 
or what dividend shall be paid,” instead of the words, 
“decide as to a dividend.” 

Clause 20 was agreed to, 

On clause 21, 

Mr. Gregory obtained an addition providing that the 
trustees should keep proper books, in which they should 
enter, from time to time, the minutes of proceedings at 
meetings, and of such other matters as the Court should 
direct, which books the creditors were to have liberty to 
inspect. 

Clauses 22, 23 were agreed to, with verbal amendments. 

Clauses 26 to 28 were agreed to, with verbal amend- 
ments. 

The Attorney-General then moved to report progress, 
and stated that he proposed to proceed with the bill at a day 
sitting on ‘Tuesday next. 

Sir R. Palmer hoped his hon, and learned friend would 
take the bill at an evening sitting, as it would be very in- 
convenient for members of the legal profession who wished 
to take part in the discussion of the clauses to attend before 
4 or half past 4 o'clock. 

Mr. Gladstono regretted that owing to the number 
of bills yet to be disposed of, and to the large votes which 
had yet to be taken in Supply, he could not yield to the re- 
quest. 


¢ 











IRELAND. 


COURT OF COMMON PLEAS. 

(Before MonaHan, C.J., KEocH and Lawson, JJ.) 
May 26.—In the matter of the Youghal election petition 
Brazier v. Weguelin. 

Butt, Q.C., and Arthur Cleary, moved that the taxing 
master be directed to review his taxation of the costs of the 
argument before the court, on a point reserved by Mr. 
Justice O’Brien. The principal item objected to was a 
sum of £102, for preparing a brief for petitioner’s couns 
sel to attend before Mr. Justice O’Brien to settle the 
case. 

Heron, Q.C., contended that this item was proper, and 
should be allowed, as Mr. Justice O’Brien had stated at the 
trial that he would reserve for the Court above the meaning 
of the word “ corrupt,’ as well as the meaning of the word 
‘* candidate,” and it was necessary to have all the evidence 
of corrupt treating, including a certain hotel bill, briefed to 
the petitioner’s counsel. Mr. Justice O’Brien had ordered 
that each party should pay their own costs, except the costs 
of the argument before the Court of Common Pleas, which 
he directed should be paid by the respondent. 

Another item objected to was the allowance of two senior 
and one junior counsel upon said argument. Only one 
counsel out of the three was heard in the case. 

Heron, Q.C., submitted that three counsel were not un- 
reasonabie. 

Monauan, C.J.—It is not unreasonable to have three 
counsel; but the question is, is it reasonable that the 


opposite party should pay for three counsel? I am informed - 
that only two counsel are allowed in the Court of Chancery. ~ 


We are of opinion that the costs ought to be taxed liberally 
and fairly, but surely it must be reasonable. We shall send 
the matter back to the master, and let him exercise his 
jurisdiction, having regard to the principle that the proper 
standard for the taxation of costs is that scale adopted 
in the Court of Chancery as between solicitor and client. 

In the matter of the Be lfast Election Petition, 

This was also a motion that the costs certified by the 
master of the court, amounting to over £750, might be re- 
viewed. 

Monanan, C.J.—The Court has already directed that the 


' master should frame his taxation according to the Chancery 


scale. 

Kisbey in support said, there were no less than sixty-one 
subpcenas to witnesses allowed, while there were not more 
than three witnesses examined. 

Monanan, C.J.—Cireumstances might make it necessary 
to investigate certain matters. This is a question for the 
discretion of the master. 

Kisbey—The master has also allowed the expenses of wit- 
nesses. The 34th section of the Act showed that costs of 
Witnesses could not be allowed except on the certificate of 
the judge who tried the case, and certificates had been re- 
fused. And see Reynolds vy. Harris (3 C. B. N.S. 267). 

Monauan, C.J.—1 have already observed that the proper 
standard of costs is that as between solicitor and client in 
Chancery, but not what the solicitor would recover as against 
his own client as between solicitor and chent. The master 
will frame his taxation on this scale. Let each party abide 
his own costs of this motion. 








OBITUARY. 


MR. COMMISSIONER PERRY. 

The death of Henry James Perry, Esq., Commissioner in 
Jankruptcy of the Liverpool district, took place at his resi- 
dence, New Brighton, on the 29th May, in the 69th year of 
his age. ‘The deceased gentleman was the son of the late 
Mr. John George Perry, by Charlotte his wife. He was 
born on the 9th July, 1800, and was educated at Jesus 
College, Cambridge, where he graduated B.A. (sixteenth 
Wrangler) in 1821. He was shortly after elected to a 
fellowship in his college, which he continued to hold till his 
marriage in 1844. In February, 1825, he was called to the 
bar at Lincoln’s-inn, He was principal secretary to Lord 
Chancellor Lyndhurst in 1835, and again from IS{t to 1846, 
in June of which latter vear he was appointed Commissioner 
of the Liverpool District Court of Bankruptey. The late 
Mr, Perry married, in August, 1344, Ediza Agacs, youngest 
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daughter of Joshua Robinson, Esq. In 1833 he was e itor, I 
with Mr. Knapp, of “ Election Cases in 1833.” 





MR. S. B. DIXON. 

Mr. Stephen Brown Dixon, solicitor, of the firm of 
Dixon & Dixon, Pewsey, Wilts, died on the 19th May, at 
the age of 58 years. He was certificated as an attorney in 
Trinity Term, 1834, and had for a long period held the 
clerkship to the Pewsey Board of Guardians ; he was also 
a perpetual commissioner, and clerk to the magistrates of 
the Pewsey and Everleigh Petty Sessional Divisions. He 
is succeeded in these offices by his nephew, the junior 
partner in the firm, who was certificated in Michaelmas 
Term, 1862. 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 

At the usual monthly meeting of the board, held on 
Wednesday last, the 2nd inst., at the Law Institution, Chan- 
cery-lane, London, the following directors were present :— 
Mr. Thomas Harrison, in the chair; Messrs. J. Clayton 
(Newcastle-upon-Tyne), E. Hedger, J. Kendall, Park 
Nelson, P. Rickman, Sidney Smith, J. S. Torr, and H. T. 
Young; Mr. Eiffe, secretary. 

Five new members were elected, and a sum of £15 
granted in relief. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


EXAMINATIONS AT THE INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY. 

The final examination of gentlemen applying to be ad- 
mitted as attorneys took place on the Ist and 2nd inst., | 
at the hall of the Incorporated Law Society, Chancery-lane, 
London. 

The examiners were the Master Unthank, of the Court of | 
Queen’s Bench, Mr. Clabon, Mr. Field, Mr. Sharpe, and | 
Mr. Ryland. 

The number of candidates was unusually large. 


QUESTIONS. 
I.—CommMon AnD SraTuTE LAW AND PRACTICE OF THE 
Courts. 

1. Has a judgment creditor! any, and what, remedy 
against book debts due to the judgment debtor ? 

2 In respect of what covenants in a lease under seal can 
the assignee of the landlord sue the lessee? Give an 
example of such a covenant ? 

3. Define a chose in action ; and mention an example. 

4. At what time, and where, can a distress for rent be 
made ? 

5. Is there any, and what, proceeding at commcn law, 
under which the plaintiff can recover a specific chattel ? 

6. What is a lien, and is a lien affected by any Statute of 
Limitations ? 

7. If a man buys, and pays fora parcel of cotton con- 
sisting of 100 bales, and another 100 bales unselected out 
of 1,000 bales, all of which are consumed by fire before 
delivery, on whom does the loss fall? Give the reason. 

8. A judgment is recovered against two defendants. Can 
the plaintiff levy the whole debt and costs against one of 
the defendants, and how is the other defendant affectcd 
thereby ¢ 

9. If goods are illegally distrained for rent, what remedy 
has the owner of the goods, Ist, where no rent is due ; 2nd, 
where only a small part is due ? 

10. Are there any, and what, means by which the defen- 
dant in an action can ascertain and inspect documents in 
the plaintiff's possession ? 

11. In what order must, in strictness, an executor pay— 
specialty debts—simple contract debts—funeral expenses— 
testamentary expenses—rent—specific legacies and general 
legacies ? 

12. If A. and B. contract to sell goods to C..and A. 
ae bankrupt, who must sue C. for the price of the 
goods ? 

13. What steps must be taken by the holder of a bill of 
exchange to enable him to sue the drawer of the bill? 

14. If a man sells goods to another, and gives credit to 
him who in the business is only agent of a third person, 
can the seller sue such third person, Ist, when at the time 
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of the sale he is known to be the principal ; 2nd, when not 
so known ? 

15. Is a tender of part of a debt good where the whole 
is due. although the debtor bond fide believes that nothing 
more than the sum tendered is due ? 


II.—Conveyancina. 

1. A., owner of a landed estate of £1,000 a-year, with no 
meney, is engaged to marry Miss B., who has £10,000. 
Frame briefly the heads of the settlement to be made of the 
estate prior to the marriage, which, if you were instructed 
by the lady, you would propose to A. 

2. The like as to the £10,000 belonging to Miss B. 

3. State, briefly, the heads of a lease of a tarm from A., 
owner in fee, to B. for seven years. 

4. A. holding Blackacre and Whiteacre of B. under a 
lease containing a power of re-entry on assigning without 
licence, assigns Blackacre with licence, and afterwards 
assignes Blackacre without licence. Does the last-mentioned 
assignment operate as a forfeiture of Whiteacre, and what 
would have been the result twenty years ago ? 

5. What steps must an executor take with reference to 
leaseholds, the property of his testator, before dividing the 
rest of the estate, so as to avoid future claims by the lessor 
on the executor ? 

6. For what incumbrances, by whom made, and in what 
offices, should search be made by a purchaser of a freehold 
estate before completion ? 

7. A., having no realty, makes a will, giving all his 
personal property equally between his two children, a son 
and a daughter. He afterwards makes an agreement to 
purchase freeholds, What advice should thereupon be given 
to him by his solicitor with reference to his will ? 

8. A. enters into an agreement to purchase a freehold 
house. What inquiries and advice should thereupon be 
made and given, by his solicitor, as to the insurance of the 
house from fire ? 

9. What is the effect of a mortgage by tenant in tail in 
reversion without the consent of the tenant for life; and 
what precautions should be taken by the mortgagee so as 
best to insure his obtaining the fee simple on the death of the 
tenant for life ? 

10. In what lands of her deceased husband (freehold, copy- 
hold, and leasehold), and for what interest, can a widow, 
married since 1834, claim dower or freebench at common law; 
and by custom ? 

11. A., an only child, dies intestate and unmarried, not 
leaving any direct ancestor. State the order in which col- 
laterals will succeed by descent to his freehold ? 

12. What is the rule against perpetuities? If a devise 
be made suspending the absolute ownership of an estate 
for a period longer than that allowed by such rule, to whom 
will the estate go on the death of the testator ? 

13. Explain the doctrine of scintilla juris, and the effect of 
Lord St. Leonards’ Act (23 & 24 Vict. ¢. 38) on it. 

14, A. grants an original lease to B. for twenty-one years 
with usual covenants, and with a covenant at the end of 
eighteen years to grant a new lease, with all covenants, 
grants, and articles contained in the original lease. 
what covenants will B. have a right to demand the insertion 
in the new lease? 

15. A., tenant for life of an estate let to B. from year to 
oe at a rent payable half-yearly, at Lady-day, and 

fichaelmas, dies at Christmas. C., the reversioner, receives 
the half-year'’s rent due at the next Lady-day. Will this 
create any, and what, tenancy between C. and B., and when 
will the same determine ? 
III.—Equity AnD PRACTICE OF THE CouRTs. 

1. How may the evidence in a suit be taken after issue 
joined? And how, and under what authority, should ad- 
missions be asked for ? 

2. When is evidence in chief closed, and when, and how, 
can cross examination be obtained ? 

3. What was the object of a bill of discovery, and how is 
that object usually attained now ? 

4. Under what circumstances is a person entitled to file a 
bill to perpetuate testimony, and in respect of what rights 
or claims ? 

5. Can a married woman sue in respect of her separate 
estate, with, or without, her husband, and who is liable for 
costs of suit ? 

6. What change in the law was effected by Locke King’s 
- (17 & 18 Vict. c. 113), as to payment of mortgage 

ebts ? 
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7. Ifa conveyance appear absolute on the face of it, will 

-a court of equity admit any, and what, evidence that it was 
intended as a security only, and what circumstance would 
* have an important bearing on the question ? 

8. Can a mortgagee make his mortgagor account for rents 
or profits received by him (the mortgagor) while in posses- 
sion, and whether the estate is a sufficient security or not ? 

9. Under what circumstances will a legal mortgagee be 
postponed to an equitable one ? 

10. What securities is a surety (paying the debt) entitled 
to have the benefit of, and what alteration in the law in 
this respect was made by the Mercantile Law Amendment 
Act, 1856 ? 

11. State how the remedy for contribution between 
sureties is more beneficial in equity than at law. 

12. Under what circumstances will a surety be discharged 
in equity from his liability ? 

13. What is the law, or rule, as to appropriation of pay- 
ments ? 

14. Will equity enforce the performance of contracts 
respecting personalty, equally as of contracts respecting 
realty, and if not, why not ? 

15. What instruments wil! courts of equity generally set 
aside and cancel; or decree to be delivered up and can- 
celled ? 


IV.—BAnxKRUPTCY AND PRACTICE OF THE CovRTs. 


1. In what case can the amount of a verdict be proved in 
a bankruptcy, and in what not ? 

2. In what, if any, case can a creditor prove his debt 
under the bankruptcy so as to share in the dividend, 
without oath or affirmation ; and how should he proceed to 
make such proof? 

8. How, and to what extent, and in what cases, are 
securities held by a creditor affected by the bankruptcy of 
his debtor ; and in what cases can he retain any, or what, 
securities ? 

4, If an action against a debtor be in progress at the 
time of the adjudication of bankruptcy, how (if at all) can 
the plaintiff relieve himself from liability to proceed with 
the-action, or to pay the defendant's costs ? 

5. If an action against the bankrupt be pending at the 
time of the adjudication, what will be the effect of the 

. plaintiff proving the debt under the bankruptcy ? 

6. In what case can a proof be made in bankruptcy for 
costs, and in what not ? 

7. After what respective periods from the signing of the 
judgment, and under what several circumstances, may a 
judgment-debtor summons be issued; and what is the 
statute relating to such summons? 

8. What are the conditions applying to the case of every 
deed of composition, before the deed can be given in 
evidence ? 

9. What are the requisites necessary to make a deed of 
composition or arrangement binding as against creditors who 
have not executed, or assented to it? 

10. If a creditor holds a security for his debt, or part of 
it, to what extent, or for what proportion, can he prove the 
debt under the bankrupcty of the debtor? State the dif- 
ferent circumstances in which the rules on the subject are 
different. 

11. What matters must be proved in order to obtain an 
adjudication of bankruptcy against a trader, and what is 
the nature of the evidence required to be given ? 

12. What are the steps to be taken after adjudication of 
bankruptcy, and what time must elapse before the adjudica- 
tion can be gazetted ? 

13. How should a creditor proceed under the 78th and 
following sections of the Bankruptcy Act of 1849, in order 
to compel his debtor to pay, or secure the debt, or commit 
an act of bankrupty ? 

14. What courses are open to the alleged debtor to pursue 
on being served with a trader-debtor summons, under sec- 
tion 78 of the Bankruptcy Act of 1849 ? 

15. If a creditor holding a security on the bankrupt’s 
property wishes to place himself in the most advantageous 
position, either in respect of his security, or of the dividends 
under the bankruptcy, what course is it advisable for him to 
pursue ? 


V. CriminaL Law AnD PROCEEDINGS BEFORE MaGIsTRATES. 


1. Classify justices of the peace according to the mode of 
their appointment, and describe the character of their powers 
and duties ? 





2. Describe the course of proceeding to obtain an order 
for the diversion or the stopping of a highway ? 

3. In what cases have magistrates power to restore to a 
landlord the possession of premises vacated by a tenant, and 
what are the forms of procedure in such cases ? 

4. Describe the proceedings necessary to be taken pre- 
liminary to the trial at Quarter Sessions of a person ac- 
cused of a crime ? 

5. What difference, if any, prevails as to the competency 
of witnesses in criminal and in civil cases ? 

6. State the cardinal rules of evidence ? 

7. State those cases in which evidence, not relevant to 
the matter in issue, is receivable in criminal trials ? 

8. What is meant by circumstantial and what by direct 
evidence? and state some instances of each from reported 
trials. 

9. What are presumptions of law, and what presump- 
tions of fact ; and from what arises the difference prevail- 
ing in criminal and in civil cases? 

10. What are the two rules laid down by Lord Hale upon 
presumptive evidence in criminal cases ? 

11. In what cases is the burden of proof thrown upon 
the prisoner ? 

12. In what cases is the evidence of one witness not 
sufficient for a conviction, and what is the reason for the 
rule ? 

13. In what cases are dying declarations received in evi- 
dence, and what is essential to their reception ? 

14. Upon what principle is it that the confession of a 
prisoner is received, and in what cases are such confessions 
rejected as evidence ? 

15. What are the grounds upon which witnesses may be 
privileged from giving evidence ? 


ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS AT THE FINAL EX- 
AMINATION FOR TRINITY TERM, 1869. 
I.—Common anp Srature Law anp PRactTIcE OF THE 

Covrts. 
(By E, A. C. Scuatcu, Barrister-at-Law.) 

1. A judgment creditor can attach the debts due to the 
judgment debtor under section 61 of the Common Law Pro- 
cedure Act, 1854, and obtain payment of such debts from 
the judgment debtor’s debtor (the garnishee). 

2. The assignee of the landlord can sue the lessee in re- 
spect of breaches (occurring after the assignment) of all 
covenants that run with the reversion. <A covenant is said 
to run with the reversion when either the liability to per- 
form it, or the right to take advantage of it, passes to the 
assignee of the reversion. Landlords are under this lia- 
bility, and have this right in respect of such covenants as 
touch and concern tke thing demised, and not in respect of 
collateral covenants. Covenants to repair, to pay rent, to 
farm in a particular manner, run with the reversion. 

3. A chose in action is a mere right as distinguished from 
a thing in possession, All rights of action, all contracts, 
are choses ix action. A chattel in the owner’s possession is a 
chose in possession, the right to bring an action for a damage 
to it is a chose tn action. A chose in action cannot, as a 
general rule, be assigned. 

4, A distress forrent may be made on the day after that 
on which the rent became due, between sunrise and sunset. 
The outer doors of a house cannot be broken open to make 
a distress. The distress must be made on the demised pre- 
mises out of which the rent issues, unless the goods have 
been removed within sight of the lord coming to distrain, 
or they have been fraudulently removed to avoid the 
distress, 

5. A plaintiff can recover a specific chattel at common 
law by an action of detinue under section 78 of the Common 
Law Procedure Act, 1854, and also under section 2 of 19 & 
20 Vict. c. 97, whena contract has been made for the sale of 
specific goods. 

6. A lien is aright to retain property until a debt due 
to the person retaining has been satisfied. Liens are general 
or particular. General liens are those claimed in respect of 
a general balance of account. Particular liens are where 
persons claim to retain goods in respect of which the debt 
arises. A right of lien is not destroyed by reason of the 
remedy for the recovery of the debt secured by the lien being 
barred by a Statute of Limitations. 

7. The loss falls on the owner, in accordance with the 
maxim res perit domino. The vendee was the owner of the 
first 100 bales, as they were ascertained at the time of the 
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contract, and the property in them, therefore, passed to the 
vendee by virtue of the contract, although there may have 
been no delivery. The vendor was the owner of the second 
100 bales, because they were not ascertained at the time of 
the contract, and no property in them passed to the vendee 
by virtue of the contract. 

8. On a judgment against two defendants, the whole 
amount and costs may be levied against one of the defen- 
dants, who may recover from his co-defendant a moiety 
of the money so levied, if the action was on a contract, 
and not if it was for a wrong. This distinction is an 
illustration of the maxim ex turpi causd non oritur actio, 

9. If goods are distrained for rent when no rent is due, 
the owner can maintain an ordinary action of trespass or 
trover. If the goods are sold as well as distrained, he can 
maintain a special action under 2 W. & M. sess. 1, c. 5, 
s. 5, to recover double the value of the goods sold. If 
goods of much greater value than the amount of the rent 
really due are taken, as if a distress is made for a larger 
amount of rent than is due, no action of trespass or trover 
cau be maintained, but an action lies for the damage caused 
under the statute of Marlbridge, 52 Hen. 3, c. 4. 

10. Under section 50 of the Common Law Procedure Act, 
1854, either party in an action may obtain an order at 
chambers calling on the other side to answer on affidavit 
stating what documents he has in his possession or power 
relating to the matters in dispute, &c. 14 & 15 Vict. c. 
99, s. 6, provides that either party in an action may obtain 
an order requiring the other side to allow the party making 
the application to inspect all documents in his custody or 
control relating to the proceeding, &c. Discovery as to 
documents may also be sometimes obtained by interroga- 
tories under section 51 of the Common Law Procedure Act, 
1854. 

11. In strictness the following order should be observed : 
—1l, Funeral expenses; 2, Testamentary expenses; 3, 
Specialty debts and rent, which ranks in the same degree 
as a specialty debt; 4, Simple contract debts; 5, Specific 
legacies ; 6, General legacies. 

12. The proper plaintiffs would be B. and the assignees 
in bankruptcy of A., as by the bankruptcy all the interest of 
A. in the contract vested in his assignees, who, with B., are 
entitled to the benefit of the contract. 

15. The holder of the bill must present the bill for pay- 
ment to the acceptor on the day on which it falls due 
(allowing for the days of grace), and on non-payment by the 
acceptor the holder must send the drawer notice on the 
following day that the bill is dishonoured, and that he in- 
tends to hold the drawer liabic. If the bill has not been 
pted the holder must present the bill for acceptance 
I a reasonable time, and he must send the drawer 
notice of the drawee’s refusal to accept on the day follow- 
ing such refusal. 

14. When goods are sold to the agent of a disclosed prin- 
cipal the liability of the principal or of the agent to the 
vendor depends upon the question of fact to whom was 
credit given? The one to whom credit was given by the 

idor is alone liable. If goods are sold to an agent by a 
yr who does not know that the agent has a principal, 
gent is at first liable to the vendor, but on the dis- 
, of the real principal the vendor is at liberty to elect 
ept the liability of the principal jinstead of that of 
the agent—whether he does do so is a question of fact on 
which the direct. liability of the principal depends. 

15. No, A tender of less than the amount duc is inopera- 
tive. ‘Lhe effect of a tender does not depend upon the in- 
tention of the person making the tender, but upon the 
actual facts of the case. 














IT.—Conveyvancine. 

(By H. N. Mozury, Barrister-at-Law.) 
1. The settlement of A.’s estate should be to the use of 
A. and his heirs until the marriage, and after the marriage, 
to the use of A. for life, remainder to the uses that Miss B. 
shall receive a rent-charge of £400 out of the same, as repre- 
wenting an income equal to that of her fortune, in bar 
of dower, and subject thereto to the use of trustees for a 
term of years, in trust to raise portions for younger children, 
and after the expiration of the term to the first and other 
sons of the marriage successively in tail, remainder to the 
daughters as tenants in common in tail, remainder to the 
right heirs of A. The amount of the portions would be 
made to depend on the number of children, but would not 
exceed £10,000. 





2. The settlement of Miss B.’s fortune should be to 
trustees in trust to pay the income to her for her sepa- 
rate use during her life, without power of anticipation ; 
after her death to her husband for his life, and after the 
death of the survivor in trust for the children as husband 
and wife during their joint lives, or the survivor, should. 
appoint, and in default of appointment, and so far as such 
appointment should not extend, in trust for sons, other 
than eldest or only sons, who should attain twenty-one, and 
daughters who should attain twenty-one or marry, in equal 
shares. 

3. A lease of a farm would contain a covenant by the 
lessee to pay the rents and taxes, and keep the premises in- 
sured and in good condition, and properly cultivated, to 
yield up at the end of the term, and that landlord may enter 
and inspect, and that the premises shall not be assigned or 
underlet without consent of landlord. Proviso for re-entry, 
and covenant by lessor for quiet enjoyment (Davidson's Conc. 
Prec. 246). 

4. The last-mentioned assignment does spente as a for- 
feiture (22 & 23 Vict. c. 35, s. 1). It would have been 
otherwise twenty years ago, for if an express licence were 
once given by the landlord for the breach of any covenant 
the landlord’s right of re-entry was gone for ever (Dumper's 
case,4 Rep. 119; Brummell v. Macpherson, 14 Ves. 173; 
Williams on Real Property, 8th ed. p. 384). 

The executor must— 

(1) Satisfy all such liabilities as may have accrued due 

and been claimed up to the time of the assignment ; 

(2) Set apart a sufticient fund to answer any future 

claim in respect of any fixed and ascertained sum 
covenanted or agreed by the lessee to be laid out on 
the property demised; 

(5) Have assigned the lease to a purchaser thereof— 
before he can discharge himself of his personal liability to 
the testator’s lessor (22 & 23 Vict. c. 35,s, 27. See Re Green, 
2 DeG. F. & J. 121). 

6. Search must be made by the purchaser’s solicitor for 
judgments, /is pendens, Crown debts, bankruptcies, and 
insolvencies. Search must be made in the office of the 
Common Pleas, and, if the lands lie in a register county, in 
the registry of that county, and, if in a County Palatine, 
then in the Palatine Court. 

7. A.’s will, speaking from his death, would apply to that 
which might be personalty at the time of his death. Now 


| an agreement to purchase freeholds would constitute the 





freeholds real property of A., which would go in equity to 
A.’s son, as being his heir, subject to the unpaid purchase- 
money, which, under 17 & 18 Vict. c. 113, and 30 & 381 Vict. 
c. 69, would remain a charge on the land. It would follow 
that if the client intended to retain the same scheme of 
disposition, he must devise his land equally. 

8. If, after the contract for a sale of a house, and before 
the conveyance, the house is burned down, the loss will fall 
on the purchaser, though the house be insured at the time 
of the agreement for sale, and the vendor permitted the 
insurance to expire without giving notice to the vendee. If 
however the vendor has belore the fire broken his contract, 
eg., to repair or alter the property, the loss will not fall on 
the purchaser (Sug., Vend. & Pur. 14th ed. p, 291). It is 
the business therefore of the purchaser's solicitor to advise 
his client accordingly. 

9. It seems to admit of no doubt that a mortgage by a 
tenant in tail in remainder purporting to pass a fee, duly 
enrolled, would bind the issue and bar the estate tail (Lord 
St. Leonards’ R. VP. Statutes p. 214). 

The mortgagee, however, ought to secure that the con- 
veyance be made in fee, and the deed be duly enrolled (see 
Davis v. Tollemache, 5 W. R. Ch. Dig. 17, 2 Jur. N. 8S. 
1181), 

a ought further, if possible, to secure a judgment, 
as that will bind not only the issue but any remainderman 
whom the tenant in tail might have barred (1 & 2 Vict. c. 
110, 8. 13; see Lewis v. Duncombe, 20 Beay. 898, 4 W. Re 
Ch. Dig. 42). 

10. The dower of a widow, married since 1834, in her 
husband’s lands, extends only to those lands of which he 
has made no disposition, by deed or will, or with respect to 
which he has expressed no declaration to the contrary. 

The estate must bo held in severalty and not in joint 
tenancy, and must be an estate of inheritance in possession. 

Dower of gavelkind lands consists of a moicty, and con- 
tiuues only so long as the widow remains unmarried and 
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Dower extends to a life interest in one-third of the estates 
to which it applies. 

Freebench generally consists of a life interest in a third 
part of the lands of which the husband died seised, and, 
like dower under the old law, is paramount to the husband’s 
debts. ‘The existence of freebench, however, depends en- 
tirely on the custom of the manor. 

The Act forthe Amendment of the Law relating to Dower 
does not apply to freebench. 

11. First the descendants of A.’s father’s father, according 
to the previous rules. 

Secondly, the descendants of A.’s father’s father’s father, 
&e. (38 & 4 Will. 4, c. 106, s. 7). 

If there shall be a failure of A.’s male paternal ancestors 
and their descendants, the heirs of female paternal ancestors 
will be admitted ; but the heirs of the mother of a more 
remote paternal ancestor will be preferred to the heirs of a 
mother of a less remote male paternal ancestor (section 8). 

The mother’s heirs will not be admitted till the father’s 
heirs are exhausted. 

It is assumed that A. is a purchaser within the meaning 
of section 1 of the Inheritance Act. 

12. Any executory estate may commence within the 
period of any fixed uumber of existing lives, and an ad- 
ditional term of twenty-one years ; allowing further for a 

riod of gestation, should gestation exist (See Cadell v. 
Lalmer, 1 Cl. & Fin, 372). 

An executory interest transgressing this limit 1s abso- 
lutely void. 

A devise suspending the ownership of an estate for a 
period longer than that allowed by such rule will go to the 
residuary devisee or heir of the testator. 

18. Scintilla Juris. Where an estate was limited by A. 
to the use of B., then, by the Statute of Uses, B. had the 
legal estate, and A.’s interest (such as it was) was called a 
seintilla, Lord St. Leonards’ Act (23 & 24 Vict. c. 38, s. 7) 
provides that the uses shall take effect as they arise by force 
of and by relation to the estate and seisin originally vested 
in the person seised to such uses ; and the continued exist- 
ence in him or elsewhere of any seisin or scinti//a shall not 
be deemed necessary to give effect to future uses. 

14. B. would be entitled to demand the insertion in the 
new lease of all the covenants in the original lease, except 
the covenant for renewal, For, if the covenant for renewal 
were to be inserted at the end of the first eighteen years, it 
ought to be inserted at the end of the second eighteen years. 
In other words, it would amount to a perpetual renewal, 
which is a construction which the Courts lean against, 
unless clearly intended (Alvore v. Foley, 6 Ves. 232. (See 
The Copper Mining Company v. Beach, 13 Beay. 478, and 
cases cited in p. 481, note (c). 

15. “ All leases made by tenants for life become abso- 
lutely void by their death, so that no acceptance of rent, or 
other act, by the persons entitled in remainder or reversion, 
will operate asa confirmation of them” (Cruise’s Digest, iv. 
70). In the present case, therefore, the acceptance of rent 
by C. will not create any tenancy between himself and B. 
See Jenkins v. Church, Cowp. 482, where a tenant for life 
made a lease for twenty-one years, and died before the ex- 
Piration of the term. The remainderman received rent 
regularly during that time, then gave him notice to quit, 
and brought an ejectment. Lord Mansfield held the lease 
to be a void lease; but, even if it were voidable only, the 
acceptance of rent, unaccompanied by any other circum- 
stance, was not a sufficient confirmation (See also the cases 
cited in Cruise’s Digest, iv. 70—72). 

III.—Eauity anp Practice or THE Courts. 
(By H. N. Mozuey, Barrister-at-Law.) 

1. In any cause in which issue is joined, the plaintiff or 
any defendant may, within fourteen days after issue joined, 
apply to the judge in chambers for an order that the evi- 
‘dence in chief as to any facts or issues may be taken viva 
voce at the hearing of the cause, and if the order be made, 
the examination in chief, cross-examination, and re-examina- 
tion will be had in open court accordingly (Order 5th Feb. 
1861, rule 3), 

Or the Court, or a judge in chambers, may direct that 
the oral examination or cross-examination of a witness shall 
do taken before an oxaminer of the court, or a special 
examiner, in manner prescribed by tho statute 15 & 16 
Vict. c. 86, in cases where it shall appear to be expedient 
that such direction should be given (rule 11). 

Save as aforesaid, it is not competent for the plaintiff or 








any defendant to require, by notice or otherwise, that evi- 
dence in chief to be used at the hearing of the cause should 
be taken orally ; but, subject as above, each party may 
verify his case wholly or partially by affidavit, or wholly 
or partially by the oral examination of witnesses ex parte 
before one of the examiners of the court, or before a special 
examiner (Rule 4). 

In any case in which all parties toa suit are competent 
to make admissions, any party may call on any other party 
by notice to admit any document, saving all just exceptions ; 
and in case of refusal or neglect to admit, the cost of 
proving the document shall be paid by the party so neg- 
lecting or refusing, whatever the result of the cause may 
be, unless the Court shall certify that the refusal to admit 
was reasonable (Chancery Amendment [Sir Hugh Cairns’} 
Act, 1858, 21 & 22 Vict. c. 27, s. 7.). 

2. In a cause where issue is joined, the time for closing 
the evidence in chief is eight weeks, fixed by order of 5th 
February, 1861, rule 5. See 15 & 16 Vict. c. 86, s. 38. 
The time, however, may be enlarged by special order. 

Any party desiring to cross-examine a witness of the 
opposite party may serve upon that party a notice in 
writing requiring the production of such witness before the 
examiner or before the Court, as the case may be (Order of 
5th Feb. 1861, rule 19). 

Any party in any cause or maiter requiring the attendance 
of any witness, whether a party or not. before the Court, or 
before one of the examiners of the court, or a special ex- 
aminer, for the purpose of being examined, or of being cross- 
examined, shall give to the opposite party forty-eight hours’ 
notice at least of his intention to examine or cross-examine 
such witness ; such notice to contain the name and descrip- 
tion of the witness, and the time and place of such examina- 
tion or cross-examination, unless the Court shall in any case 
think fit to dispense with such notice (Order 5th Feb. 1861, 
rule 22). 

The time for giving notice to the other side to produce a 
witness, when the cross-examination is to be taken before 
the Court at the hearing of the cause, is fourteen days from 
the closing of the evidence in chief (Order Sth Feb. 1861, 
rule 19). For other cases see rule 19. 

3. Before the Act 14 & 15 Vict. c. 99, the parties to an 
action at law could not give evidence in the action, and, to 
remedy this evil, a party desiring to obtain an admission from 
the other would tile a bill of discovery for that purpose 
(Haynes’ Outlines of Equity, 164, 165). The evidence so 
obtained would be taken strictly as an admission. 

The object is now attained by putting the party in the 
witness-box and cross-examining him, under the Act last 
referred to. Or interrogatories may be administered under 
the Common Law Procedure Act, 1854, s. 51. 

4. Any person who would, under the circumstances 
allezel by him to exist, become entitled «pou the happening 
of any future event to any honour, title, dignity, or office, or 
to any estate or interest in any property, real or personal, 
the right or claim to which could not by him be brought to 
trial before the happening of such event, is entitled to file a 
bill to perpetuate testimony which may be material for es- 
tablishing such right (5 & 6 Vict. c. 69, s. 1; Haynes’ Out- 
lines of Equity, 179, 180). The principal restrictions under 
the old law were :—(1) A mere expectancy, or spes stcces- 
sionis, was not sufficient to sustain a bill. (2) A bill to 
perpetuate testimony only applied where some right to pro- 
perty was involved. 

5. A married woman may sue in respect of her separate 
estate, but to all such suits the husband must be a party, 
either as plaintiff or defendant (Hunter's Suit in Equity, by 
Lawrance, 4th ed. p. 173.) She must sue by a “next 
friend,” who is liable for costs of suit (Morgan's Chancery 
Acts and Orders, p. 166, and cases there cited. 

6. Before Locke King’s Act (17 & 18 Vict. c. 118) the 
mortgage debt of a deceased mortgagor (as between the 
different persons claiming under the deceased) wasin general 
payable primarily out of the general personal estate of the 
mortgagor. 

Locke King’s Act provides, in effect, that, where land or 
hereditaments have been mortgaged, and the mortgagor 
dies, then, in the absence of any expression on the part of 
the deceased by deed, will, or other document of contrary 
intention, the mortgage debt shall, as between the different 
persons claiming through the deceased person, be borne 
primarily by the mortgaged estate itself. 

It will be observed that the Act applies only to mort- 
gages of real estate. 





sc Pe Set SO AT er crane rans 


ptt ta asia nnn 


6 a 


aE ca ee RE Ie aN 





640 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER June 5, 1869. 








7. Any evidence, parol or otherwise, will be admitted as 
evidence that the conveyance was intended as a security 
only, and the circumstance of retaining possession will have 
an important bearing on the question. 

8. A mortgagee cannot make his mortgagor account for 
rents or profits received by him (the mortgagor) while in 
possession, even although the security is insufficient (Coote 
on Mortgages, 325, and cases there cited). 

9. Where a legal mortgagee, through fraud or gross negli- 
gences, agrees to allow the mortgagee to retain the title- 
deeds, he will be postponed to a subsequent mortgagee or 
purchaser. So, if he conceals his mortgage from a person, 
who, as he knows, is about to lend money to the mortgagor, 
he will be postponed to that person (Smith’s Manual of 
Equity, 290, 291, and cases there cited). 

And a person taking a legal mortgage with actual or con- 
structive notice of a prior equitable mortgage will, of course, 
be postponed to the equitable mortgagee. (See Hiern v. Mill, 
13 Ves. 114; White & Tudor’s Lead. Cas. 3rd. ed. p. 615. 
See also Worthington v. Morgan, 16 Sim. 547). 

10. A surety who pays off a debt for which he became 
answerable is entitled not only to all the equities which the 
creditors could have enforced against the principal debtor, 
but also against all persons claiming under him (Drew v. 
Lockett, 11 W. R. 843; 32 Beav. 499, White & Tudor’s 
Lead. Cas. 3rd ed. p. 98). 

It was, however, held in Copis v. Middleton,1 T. & R 
229, and Hodgson v. Shaw, 3 My. & K. 190, that a surety 
paying off the debt of the principal secured by their bond 
was not entitled to have from the creditor an assignment of 
the debt and of the bond by which it was evidenced or 
secured. For by the supposition there would be no secu- 
rity to enforce, as the bond was gone by payment. (See 
W. & T. vol. i. 8rd ed. p. 100.) 

By the 5th section of the Mercantile Law Amendment Act 
(19 & 20 Vict. c. 97), every surety paying the debt or per- 
torming the duty of his principal is entitled to an assign- 
ment of any security held by the creditor in respect of 
such debt or duty, whether the same shall or shall not be 
deemed at law to have been satisfied by the payment of 
such debt or performance of such duty. 

11. The remedy for contributions between sureties is 
more beneficial in equity than at law, where the sureties 
are numerous, or the case is complicated; for separate 
actions would, at law, have to be brought against the dif- 
ferent sureties for their respective quotas and proportions. 
Besides, if one of the sureties becomes insolvent, the surety 
who pays the entire debt can in equity compel the solvent 
sureties to contribute towards payment of the entire debt ; 
but at law he can only recover an aliquot part of the whole, 
regard being had to the number of co-securities. So also, 
if one of the sureties dies, in equity contributions can be 
enforced against his representatives ; but at law an action 
lies only against the surviving sureties (1 W. & T. 3rd ed. 
95, 96, and cases there cited). 

12. In equity, whatever act is a discharge of the prin- 
cipal is also a discharge of the surety, although the surety 
be not released at law (Smith’s Manual of Equity, 338, 339 ; 
1 Pres. Shep. T. 71; Webb v. Hewitt, 3 K. & J. 438). 

13. The general law as to the appropriation of payments 
is this: The debtor is entitled to apply the payments, at 
the time of making them, in such manner as he thinks fit. 
In default of appropriation by the debtor, the creditor is 
entitled to determine the application of the sums paid. And 
if neither does so by an express act, the law implies an ap- 
propriation of such payments to the times of debt in the 
order of their date (Smith’s Manual of Equity, 251, 252, 
and cases there cited). 

14. Specific performance will be decreed in equity in all 
contracts respecting land ; for the local character, &c., may 
give it a peculiar value in the eyes of a purchaser, so that 
damages would not be a complete compensation. But equity 
will not interfere where damages at law would amount to a 
complete compensation. Thus a performance of a contract 
for the sale of stock or goods will not be enforced in ordinary 
cases, because damages at law would generally be an 
equivalent. But a performance of a contract respecting 
stock, goods, or personal property, will be enforced where 
damages at law could not afford a complete compensation 
(Smith s Manual of Equity, 214, 214, and cases there cited). 

15. The Court of Chancery will cancel or rescind on 
order the delivery up of instruments which have answered 
the end for which they were created, or of instruments 
which are voidable, or of instruments which are in reality 





void and yet apparently valid. But where the illegality of 
the instrument appears upon the face of it, so that its 
nullity ean admit of no doubt, equity will not interfere, 
because in that case the ground for interference does not 
exist (Smith’s Manual of Equity, 372). 
IV.—BankKrurtcy AND PRACTICE OF THE COURTS, 
(By Cuatoner W. Cuvte, Barrister-at-Law.) 

1. The right of proof upon a verdict followed by judgment 
actually obtained before the act of bankruptcy is clear—pro- 
vided the debt is not satisfied by execution. If, however, the 
creditor has a registered judgment binding the land, then 
he is, to the extent of such lien, a creditor holding security. 
(See answer 10 infra.) If the creditor has taken his debtor 
in execution he will be put to his election whether he will 
retain his execution or release his debtor and prove. 

2. By section 144 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1861, every 
creditor may prove his debt by delivering or sending by 
post a statement of such debt, and the account between him 
and the bankrupt, together with a declaration, signed by 
the creditor, that such statement is true. 

The Court has a discretionary power in requiring or dis- 
pensing with the personal attendance of the creditor, for the 
purpose of examining him upon his statement. 

8. A security may be set aside as against the assignees if it 
amounts to a fraudulent preference, or if it is a fraudulent 
deed within 13 Eliz. c. 5; e.g., an assignment of a debtor’s 
whole property for a merely nominal advance may be set 
aside as tending to delay and defraud creditors. (See Twyne’s 
case, and note thereto, in 1 Smith, Lead. Case.) 

A creditor holding security by way of mortgage or lien, 
may either give up his security and prove for the whole 
amount of his debt, or may retain and realise his security 
and prove for the difference. (See answers 10 and 18.) 

4, The plaintiff in an action may, if the defendant 
becomes bankrupt, relinquish his action, and may then 
prove or have his claim entered, and he is thereupon pro- 
tected from any liability to pay the costs of the action 
either to the bankrupt or his assignees (12 & 13 Vict. c. 106, 
s. 182), 

5. ‘ihe proof or claim by a creditor operates of itself as 
a discontinuance of any action pending against the bank- 
rupt. (See Deacon, 242.) 

6. By the Bankruptcy Act, 1849, s. 181, either a plaintiff 
or defendant who obtains a decree against a person who 
afterwards becomes bankrupt may prove for the costs which 
he shall have incurred in obtaining the same. 

If, however, the verdict in an action is not obtained until 
after the act of bankruptcy the costs can in no case be 
proved. 

If the verdict is before the bankruptcy, and judgment is 
obtained before the filing of the petition, though not until 
after the act of bankruptcy, the costs may be proved, in the 
absence of notice of the act of bankruptcy, as a debt con- 
tracted before the filing of the petition. 

It is now settled that there may be revivor in equity for 
costs after the bankruptcy of the party liable to pay them 
(Morgan’s Chancery Practice, 4th ed. 215). 

7. By the Bankruptcy Act cf 1861 (s. 76) a judgment 
creditor, fora debt of £50 and upwards, may summon his 
debtor, and, in default of payment, make him a bank- 
rupt. ‘lhe summons may be sued out at the end of 
a week after the giving of judgment if a trader, and 
at the end of a calendar month if a non-trader. The 
statute applies to any person who has obtained an order in 
chancery, bankruptcy, or lunacy, directing the payment of 
money. 

8. A composition deed must be registered in the Court of 
Bankruptcy, under the 194th section of the Act of 1861, in 
order to make it receivable in evidence. 

9. In order to make a composition deed valid against 
non-assenting creditors, the following conditions must be 
observed :— 

a A majority representing three-fourths of £10 creditors 
must assent in writing. 

b The trustee, if one is appointed, must execute the deed. 

e The execution of the debtor must be attested by an 
attorney. 

d Nithin twenty-eight days from the day of execution. 
the same must be left to be registered. 

e An aflidavit as to the assents and the debtor's property 
must be left with the registrar. 

J The deed must bear the proper stamp duties. 
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‘ g Possession of the debtor's property must be given to 
the trustees. 

These provisions are to be found in the 192nd section of 
the Act of 1861; in addition to which, by 31 & 32 Vict. ¢. 
104, s. 1, it is necessary now also to deliver to the registrar, 
—(1) alist of the debts and liabilities of the debtor, with 
full particulars; (2) a statement of the debtor’s property 
and credits, and the estimated value thereof. 

10. If a creditor holds a security for his debt, and insists 
on proving, he must either deliver it up for the benefit of 
the creditors, or have the value ascertained by the sale of 
it, which he may generally do under the 55th of the Orders 
of 1852. 

If, however, he holds a joint security from the bankrupt 
and another, he may come in for his whole debt under the 
bankruptcy, witbout being compelled to deliver up the joint 
security ; and the same rul holds where he has a distinct 
security from a third person for the same debt. 

By the late Act, 31 & 32 Vict. c. 68, s. 6, schemes of liqui- 
dation are allowed, by which secured creditors may take 
their securities in part discharge of their debts, at a value to 
be determined by the Court. 

11. In order to obtain an adjudication of bankruptcy by 
petition there must be proved: 

(1) on a creditor’s petition— 

the debt, the trading (in certain cases), and the act 
of bankruptcy ; 

(2) on a debtor’s petition— 

the inability of the debtor to meet his engagements. 

In the case of the creditor’s petition the nature and 
amount of the consideration and the time of accruing of the 
debt must be proved. 

In the case of the debtor’s petition he must prove his 
debts and liabilities, the names and addresses of his credi- 
tors, ani the causes of his inability to meet his engage- 
ments. 

A third mode of obtaining an adjudication is stated in 
answer |4, ivfra, 

12, The debtor is allowed to dispute the adjudication, and 
for that purpose he is to have notice served on him, and is 
allowed seven, or in certain circumstances fourteen, days to 
show cause against its validity—but if no cause is shown the 
Comt is to direct the adjudication to be published in the 
“Gazette.” If the bankrupt surrender, however, before 
the expiration of the time and give his consent in writing, 
the adjudication may be sooner advertised. 

13, by the 78th and following sections of the Act of 1849 
a creditor of @ trader may file in the Bankruptcy Act an 
affidavit of the truth of his debt, and of the fact of the 
debtor being a trader, and that he has delivered particulars 
of his demand and a notice requiring immediate payment, 
and the Court may thenissue a summons calling on the trader 
toappexr. The summons must be served four days before 
the time for appearance therein mentioned, and on the ap- 
pearance of the trader the Court may require him to state 
whether he admitsthe demand. The trader may admit it, 
or depose that he believes he has a good defence, or he may 
be required to enter into a bond to pay the debt if re- 
covered; and in default of his doing any of these things or 
securiny or compounding for his debt he shall be deemed to 
have committed an act of bankruptcy. 

14. The courses open to a debtor who is served with a 
judgment-debtor summons are similar to those mentioned 
in the last answer—i.e., he may pay the debt and costs, or 
secure the same or compound for it to the satisfaction of the 
creditor, or the Court may, in default, adjudge him bankrupt 
without any petition for adjudication or other proceeding. 

15. If the creditor's security is sufficient to realize the 
whole amount of the debt, his best course is to put in 
force aguinst the assignees the usual remedies of a mort- 
gagee ; but if his security is only sufficient to pay part of 
his det he should apply for an order of sale, and prove for 
the difference between the proceeds of the sale and the 
amount of his debt. (See answer 10, supra.) 

If he can obtain the consent of the asssignees, the secu- 
rity may be sold without any application to the Court. 


V.—CurimixvaL Law and Procerpincs BEFORE Magis- 
TRATES. 
(By E. A. C. Scuaucn, Barrister-at-Law.) 

1. Justices of the peace may be appointed in three ways. 
(1) By Act of Parliament ; (2) by charter or grant by 
the Sovereign as mayors and other officers of corporate towns: 
(3) by commission." They have both a civil and criminal 








jurisdiction which is restricted to matters of comparatively 


lesser importance. Their jurisdiction is almost wholly 
statutory. 


2. A highway may be stopped up or diverted under 5 & 6- 


Will. 4 c. 50. Under section 84 the vestry may direct 
their surveyor to request two justices to view the highway 
in question. The two justices may, if they think fit, after 
the view, certify that the highway ought to be diverted or 
stopped up : certain specified notices must be given. An 


appeal to the Quarter Sessions is given to persons aggrieved. 


by the certificate of the justices. 

8. Under 11 Geo. 2, c. 19, and 57 Geo. 3, c. 52, ifa 
tenant who is in arrear for one half year’s rent desert the 
premises, or leave them so unoccupied that there is no suffi- 
cient distress upon them, two justices may at the request of 
the landlord go and view the premises, and affix thereon a 
notice in writing on what day they will return for a seeond 
view, and if no person appears and pays the rent, and there 
is still no distress, the justices may put the landlord into 
possession and the lease shall become void. Under 1 & 2 
Vict. c. 74, there is also a power to recover possession of 
premises (although not vacated) in certain cases by a 
warrant from two justices. 

4. The ordinary proceedings are, first a warrant or a sum- 
mons is obtained from a magistrate to arrest the accused, or 
to summon to appear before the magistrate. An examina- 
tion of the charge then takes place, and if the prosecutor 
establishes a prima facie case against the accused, the magis- 
trate commits him for trial or holds him to bail. The 
magistrate may bind over, by recognizance, the prosecutor 
and witnesses to prosecute. A bill is subsequently preferred 
by the prosecutor before the grand jury, and if they finda 
true bill the accused is tried. In most cases, however (with 
several exceptions), an indictment may be preferred for an 
offence without the previous investigations before justices. 

5. There are some classes of persons who are competent to 
give evidence in civil, but not in criminal proceedings. 
First, defendants in criminal proceedings cannot give evi- 
dence for or against themselves. Secondly, husbands and 
wives cannot give evidence for or against each other in any 
criminal proceeding, except when one is charged with in- 
juring the other. Thirdly, on trials for treason persons not 
included or not properly described in the list of witnesses, 
which must be delivered to the accused under 7 Aane, c. 21, 
s. 11, cannot give evidence against the accused. 

6. The cardinal rules of evidence are—first, the evidence 
must correspond with the allegations in support of which it 
is offered ; secondly, it must be confined to the points in 
issue ; thirdly, the burthen of proof lies on him who affirms; 
fourthly, the best evidence of which the case is susceptible 
must be produced; fifthly, hearsay evidence is excluded. 
All these rules are of course subject to exceptions. 

7. Where felonies are so connected as to form part of one 
entire transaction, evidence of one may be given to show the 
character of the other. Collateral evidence is admissible to 
establish identity, or to corroborate a witness or to impeach 
his veracity. To illustrate the opinions of scientific wit- 
nesses. To prove the intent in a person’s mind on a particu- 
lar occasion. The most important exception to the general 
rule is that which admits evidence of general character for 
the purpose of raising a presumption of guilt or innocence. 

8, Circumstantial evidence is evidence of facts from which 
another fact or facts may be inferred—e.g., if a witness 
testifies that a deceased person is shot with a pistol, and 
the wadding is found to be part of a letter addressed to the 
prisoner, and the residue of the letter is found in the 
prisoner’s pocket. Here the facts are directly proved, but 
the evidence they aiford against the prisoner is cireum- 
stantial. 

Direct evidence is when the fact to be proved is directly 
attested by those who speak from their own actual and per- 
sonal knowledge. As in the case above, the evidence given 
by the witness who testified that he found the letter in the 
prisoner’s pocket would be direct. 

®. Presumptions of law are those rules which in certain 
cases either forbid or dispense with further inquiry. They 
are either conclusive or disputable—conclusive presumptions 
are rules determining the quantity of evidence requisite for 
the support of any particular averment; when these rules 
apply all corroborating evidence is dispensed with, and all 
opposing evidence forbidden. The best instances are, that 
every one knows the law, that every one intends the 
natural and probable consequences of his own acts, that re- 
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cords of courts are true, and the doctrine of estoppel 
generally, &c., &e. 

Disputable presumptions may always be overcome by 
opposing proof. They only establish facts in the absence 
of any contrary evidence. For instance, innocence is always 
presumed, but guilt may always be proved ; so there are 
various presumptions as to the boundaries of property, but 
they are only prima facie evidence. They prevail in the ab- 
sence of other evidence, but do net exclude other evidence 
as conclusive presumptions do. 

Presumptions of fact are really merely arguments. They 
are merely presumptions (not depending on any rules of 
law) derived wholly from the circumstances of the case. 
Cases of circumstantial evidence are instances of presump- 
tion of fact. [See answer to preceding question]. 

The distinction between the effect of presumptions in 
civil and in criminal proceedings has been said to be this : 
that in civil cases the jury must decide the matter in issue 
one way or the other, and that presumptions are, therefore, 
necessarily made on comparatively weak grounds; that in 
criminal cases there is always a result open to the jury 
which is practically looked upon merely as negative, namely, 
that which declares the accused to be not guilty. 

10. It is presumed that the two rules referred to are (1), 
**T would never convict any person of stealing the goods 
of acertain person unknown merely because he would not 
give an account how he came by them, unless there was 
due proof made that a felony was committed of these goods.” 
(2) ‘I would never convict any person of murder or man- 
slaughter unless the fact were proved to be done, or at 
least the body found dead.” 

11. The burthen of proving authority, consent, lawful 
excuse, and the like, are by particular statutes generally 
thrown on the prisoner. Where a matter lies peculiarly 
within the knowledge of the prisoner, he will generally have 
to prove it. When stolen property is found recently aftera 





| privileged from answering questions tending to expose him 





or his wife to a criminal charge, penalty, or forfeiture ; in 
some cases he may be privileged from producing documents, 
and from giving evidence of privileged communications —as 
communications as between husband and wife during 
marriage, between attorney and client, and secrets of state. 
A witness is not bound to give evidence on some few other 
matters on grounds of public policy. 


QUESTIONS FOR THE INTERMEDIATE EXAMI- 
NATION. 
Trinity Term, 1869. 
I.—From Cuitry on Contracts. 

1. What is an escrow ? 

2. Where a horse is sold at a fixed price, in whom is the 
property in the horse vested before delivery ? 

3. What is a requisite, under section 17 of the 
Statute of Frauds, to render a sale of goods for more than £10 
valid ? 

4. What is the difference between an express and an 
implied contract ? A 

5. If goods are sold, has the vendor, before delivery, 
a lien for the unpaid price, and does it make any difference 
that the sale is on credit ? 

6. In what sense are words used in a contract to be 
construed ? 

7. If a horse is sold and delivered, is, or is not, a sub- 
sequent warranty of soundness valid, and why ? 





II.-—From WIL.iaAMs oN THE PRINCIPLES OF THE Law oF 
Reat Prorverty. 
8. Is an estate to a man for his own life an estate of free- 


| hold? and is there any difference if the estate be held for 
, the life of another person ? 


a theft in the prisoner’s possession, when a prisoner is in- | 


dicted for having housebreaking implements in his posses- 
sion by night, or for having coining tools in his possession, 
&c., &c., in all these and in other similar cases the burthen 
of proof is thrown on the prisoner. 


cept when the treason is in compassing or imagining the 
death or direct bodily harm to the sovereign. 
perjury there must be something more than the unsupported 
evidence of one witness. Two witnesses are not necessary, 
but if there is only one witness he must be corroborated by 
some material and independent circumstances. 


In bastardy cases a man cannot be adjudged the putative | ; : 
| I1I.—From J. W. Smirn’s Manvat or Eauiry Junisrrv- 


father of a child on the single testimony of the mother, but 


In trials for | 


9. Is an estate for a term of 5,000 years an estate of free- 
hold, and if not, what is it ? 

10. What is the difference between an estate in fee simple 
and an estate in fee tail ? 

11. Can an estate in fee tail be converted into an estate 
in fee simple? and if so, by what means; Ist, as regards an 


sa ge ; | estate tail in possession, and 2ndly, as regards an estate tail 
12. In trials for treason there must be two witnesses, ex- | j 


in remainder 7 : Soot 
12. If land be given to husband and wife, and thcir heirs, 
what estate do they take, and how can it be disposed of in 


| the lives of both; and if not disposed of during their joint 


her evidence must be corroborated in some material par- | 


ticular. 

The Court of Arches, in prosecutions under the Clergy 
Discipline Act, will perhaps still be guided by the old eccle- 
siastical rules, and require the evidence of a single witness 
to be corroborated. 

The uncorroborated testimony of an accomplice is seldom 
sufficient to convict a prisoner, but there is no rule of law 
affecting the weight of his evidence. It isa pure question 
of the degree of credit which should be given to him. 

The reasons for these exceptions from the general rule 
appear to be in treason to protect the subject in a matter in 
which the Crown is personally interested, in perjury to 
prevent a conviction when the evidence is simply oath 
against oath, in bastardy cases to give protection which the 
nature of the cases seems to require, in the Court of Arches 
that the old rules of the ecclesiastical law perhaps still 
prevail. The case of accomplices is a question of discretion, 
and not governed by rules of law. 

13. Dying declarations are not admissible in civil cases, 
and are only admissible in criminal cases in the single in- 
stance of homicide where the death of the deceased is the 
subject of the charge and the circumstances of the death 
are the subject of the dying declaration. To make this 
evidence admissible it is essential to prove that the declara- 
tion was made, first, under the fear of impending death ; 
secondly, under the expectation of an almost iimmediate 
dissolution ; thirdly, when there was no hope of recovery. 

14. Confessions, whether judicial or extra-judicial, are re- 
ceived in evidence against a prisoner on the presumption 
that a rational being will not make admissions prejudicial 
to his interest, unless urged by the promptings of truth. 
Confessions not made voluntarily are rejected as evidence. 

15. A witness competent to give evidence on the trial is 


, lives, how will it go on the death of either ? 


13. What is the rule in Shelley’s case ? 
14. What is the rule against perpetuities ? 


DENCE. 
15, Under what general heads does Mr. Smith in his 
manual treat the subject of equity ¢ 
16. What is “accident?” Give instances (1) in which 


' no remedy can be had either at law er in equity, und (2) 





which are remediable in equity ? 

17. What is * misrepresentation,” and when is it a ground 
of relief in equity ? 

18. Distinguish between trusts executed and executory. 

19. When will equity refuse to enforce specific perform: 
ance of contracts ? 

20. What are the remedies of a mortgagee to obtain re- 
payment of his money ? 

21. Can a woman (single or covert) deal with property 
settled to her separate use, and how, if she be restrained from 
anticipation ? 

IV.—Book Krerine. 

22. State the objects to be attained by book keeping. 

23. State the names of the books which are essential to 
the keeping of accounts by single entry; also the nature 
of the entries to be made in each book. 

24. What is the difference between personal and imper- 
sonal accounts ¢ 

25. What is the difference between a profit and loss ac- 
count and a balunce-sheet ? 

26. Of what items is the debtor-side of a profit and loss 
a composed; and what are the items on the credit 
side ? 





ADMISSION OF ATTORNEYS, 
Turnity Term, 1869. 
The following days have been appointed for the admission 
of attorneys in the Court of Queen's Bench :— 
Friday ....... +» June 11 | Saturday ...... --- June 12 
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ADMISSION OF SOLICITORS. 

The Master of the Rolls has appointed Saturday, the 12th 
of June, 1869, at the Rolls Court, Chancery-lane, at three 
o'clock in the afternoon, for swearing in solicitors. 

Every person desirous of being sworn in on the above 
day must leave his common law admission or his certificate 
of practice for the current year at the secretary's office, 
Rolls-vard, Chancery-lanec, on or before Friday, the 11th 
of June, 1869. 

The papers of those gentlemen who cannot be admitted 
at com:non law till the 12th day of June, 1869, will be re- 
received at the secretary’s office up to twelve o’clock at noon 
on that day ; after which time no papers can be received. 








GENERAL EXAMINATION OF THE INNS OF 
COURT. 

General Examination of Students of the Inns of Court, 
held at Lincoln’s-inn Hall, on the 19th, 20th, and 2Ist 
days of May, 1869. 

The Council of Legal Education have awarded to 
Richard Hallilay, Esq, Middle Temple, a studentship of 
fifty guineas per annum, to vontinue for a period of three 
years ; John Henderson, Esq., Lincoln’s-inn, an exhibition 
of twenty-five guineas per annum, to continue for a period 
of three years; George Lewis, Esq., Middle Temple, cer- 
tificate of honour of the first class ; and to Arnold De Beer 
Baruchson, Esq., Lucius O’ Brien Biake, Esq., George Francis 
Travers Drapes, Esq., Frederick John Fergusson, Esq., 
Lewis Edmund Glyn, Esq., Alfred Harmsworth, Esq., 
Edward ‘Thelwall, Esq., Middle Temple; William Coward, 
Esq., Charles Dickenson Field, Esq., Gualter Craddock 
Griffith, Esq., Alfred Harrison, Esq., Inner Temple ; Albert 
Sidney Chevasse, Esq., Maxwell Cormac Cullinan, Esq., 
William Garvie, Esq., James Hamilton, Esq., Edward Lee 
Cateret Price Hardy, Esq., George Nichols Marcy, Esq., 
and John Edward Arthur Murray Scott, Esq., Lineoln’s- 
inn, certificates that they have satisfactorily passed a 
general examination. 








FOREIGN TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE. 


AMERICA. 
Supreme Court, Marne. 

Danages.—In an action against a common carrier for 
damages caused by unjustifiable delay in transporting flour, 
the decline in its market value between the time when it 
actually arrived at the place of destination and when it 
would have arrived but for the delay, may be considered by 
the jury in ascertaining the actual damages of the plaintiff. 
—Westouv. Grand Trunk Railroad Company (54 Maine Rep.) 
—Baltinore Daily Law Transcript. 

Partuership—Seamen in the mackerel fishery, in the 
absence of express contract, are neither partners in, nor part 
owners of the fish caught during a voyage. They have only 
a pecuniary claim to a certain proportion of the proceeds.— 
Lewis v. Chadbourne (54 Maine Rep.)—Baltimore Daily Law 
Transcript. 

Bilis and Notes.—A prior indorser of a promissory note 
can maintain an action for contribution against a subsequent 
indorser, on proving that by an oral agreement between 
them ut the time of indorsing, they were, as between them- 
selves, co-sureties.—Smith v. Morrill (54 Maine Rep.) 
Baltin ore Daily Law Transcript. 





Unirtep Srares Supreme Courr. 

Measnve of Damages—Profits of Office—Quo Warranto.— 
Where an intruder, ousted by judgment on quo warranto 
from an office having a fixed salary—and of personal confi- 
dence as distinguished from one ministerial purely—takes 
a writ of error, giving a bond to prosecute the same with 
effect and to answer all costs and damages if ho shall fail 
to make his plea good—thus, by the force of 2 szpersedeas 
remaining in office and enjoying its salaries—does not pro- 
secute his writ with effect, and is, after his failure to do so, 
sued on his bond by the party who had the judgment of 
ouster in his favour—the measure of damages is the salary 
received by the intruding party during the pendency of the 
writ of error, and consequent operation of the supersedeas. The 
rule which measures damages upon a breach of contract 
for wages or for freight, or for the lease of buildings, where 
the party aggrieved must seek other employment, or other 








articles for carriage, or other tenants, and where the 
damages which he is entitled to recover is the difference 
between the amount stipulated and the amount actually re- 
ceived or paid, has no application to public offices of per- 
sonal trust and confidence the duties of which are not purely 
ministerial or clerical.—United States v. Addison (6 Wal- 
lace’s Rep.)—New York Daily Transcript. 








COURT PAPERS. 


COURT OF QUEEN’S BENCH. 

This Court will on Monday, the 14th day of Juneinst., 
and the two following days, and on Thursday, the 24th day 
of June inst., and the two following days, hold sittings, and. 
will proceed in disposing of the cases in the new trial, 
special, and Crown papers, and any other matters then 
pending, and will give judgment in cases standing for judg- 
ment. 

The Court will also hold a sitting on Saturday, the 3rd. 
day of July next, for the purpose of giving judgments 
only. 





BRECKNOCK ELECTION PETITION. 
Evans and Others, Petitioners ; Lord Hyde, Respondent. 
Agent for petitioners, H. E. Brown, 11, Pall-mall*East ; 
agents for respontent, Wyatt & Hoskins, 28, Parliament- 
street, S.W. 
Mr. Justice Willes has appointed Thursday, the 17th of 
June next, for the trial of the above election petition. 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


Last Qvorartion, June 4, (869. 
(From the Oficial List of the actual business transacted.) 
GCVERNMENT FUNDS. 
3 per Cent. Consols, 323 x d | Annuities, April, ’85, (1 15-16 
Ditto for Account, July 7, 923 xd} Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 140s 
3 per Cent. Reduced 923 | £x Bills, £1000, — per Ct. par 
New 3 per Cent., 923 | Ditto, £500, Do — par 
Do. 3} per Cent., Jan, 794 Nitto, £100 & £200, — par 
Do. 2$ per Cent., Jan. 94 76 | Bank of England Stock, 43 per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’72 | _ Ct. (last half-year) 6 
Annuities, Jan. ’80 — | Ditto for Account. 24 
INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 
{ndia Stk., 10} p Ct.Apr.’74, 212 Ind. Enf. Pr., 5p C., Jan.’72 105$ 
Ditto for Account | Ditto, 5$per Cent.,May,’79 110g 
Ditto 5 per Cent.,July, "80 112 | Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 





Ditto tor Account, — April,’64— 

Ditto 4 per Cec., Uct. "88 10} Do. Do.,5 per Cent., Aug. '73 1035 
Ditto, ditto, Certiticates, — | Do. Bonds, 4 per Ct., £1000 - pn 
Ditto Kufacea Ppr.,aperCent. | Ditto, ditto, under £ivdo, - >m 





RAILWAY STOCK. 






















Shrey. Railways. Paid, | Closing prices 
Stock Bristoland Exeter ...........00 100 78 
Stock  Caledonian.......cccrcccsccccce sees 100 | 764 
stock Glasgow and South-Western ... 100 | 97 
stock Great Eastern Ordinary Stock ., 100 | 374 
Stock Do,, East Anglian Stock, No.2 luv _ 
stock , Great Northern ....... 10 107 
Stock Do., A Stock* 100 | lw7 


Stock | Great Southern and Wester ely 100 | 9 
Stock | Great Western—Uriginal wo... ceeeeee LOU | 49} 








Stock!) Do., West Midland—Oxford 10d | 27 
Stock D0.,A0.— Newport vccceceeree 10d | 30 
stock | Lancashire and Yorkshire ............ ive | 1234 
stock | London, Brighton, and South Coast. 10 | 454 
Stuck | Loi don, Cautham, and Dover,....... » lov} i7 
Stuck | Loadon aud Norch-Western,.. concn] 100 ils 
Stock | Lyndon und South-Western ve 100 | 90 
Stock | Mauchester, Sheitield, and Lincoin,. bud | Hixon 
Stock | Metropolitan....... ineeathendeincenies tue | 98 
SEGUE: | MRDEINIE oie. saciqstacinctascietisasoacs Www} Le 
Stock - Do., Birmingham and Vervy 1uu | 34 
SOCK | North Brivistr ..crcccccececcece tuu 34 
Stock North London ,...... tuo lly 
Stock | North statlordsuire tue 56 
Stock south Devon ..w. luv At 
Stock south-haster tuo | rey 
Stock ‘atl Vale.... luv 150 


* A receives uo dividend until 6 par cent. bas beau paia to B 
Money Market anv City INTELLIGENCE. 

The stock and share market exhibited firmness on Saturday 
last, owing to a scarcity of these securities pending the 
settlement, Midlands being principally influenced, and on 
Monday a general rise set in, particularly in Consols, which 
rose §. Since then a slight relapse has occurred, but there is 
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nothing to indicate any decided and continuous movement 
either way, the tone being of a moderately fluctuating nature. 
The easier state of money, the Board of Trade Returns, and 
the conciliatory speech of the new American Ambassador, Mr. 
Motley, confirmed by an influential portion of the American 
press, have contributed to impart confidence. 

Foreign securities have been firm during the week. In the 
railway market it was observable that the injunction granted 
by Vice-Chancellor Stuartagainst the promotion of the London, 
Chatham, and Dover Company’s Bill before the House of 
Lords did not have much effect upon the shares. Upon the 
dissolution, however, of the Vice-Chancellor’s injunction by the 
Lords Justices an immediate rise of } took place. 

The prospectus of the Monarch Insurance Company (Limited), 
capital £1,000,000 in £5 shares, announces that this company 
has been formed to carry out in its integrity the principle of 
non-tariff in fire assurance. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 

DUCKWORTH—On May 30, at 38, Bryanston-square, the wife of Herbert 

Duckworth, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, ot a daughter, 
MARRIAGES. 

FARRAR—GILL—On June 3, at the Cathedral, Manchester, Thomas 
Lister Farrar, Solicitor, Manchester, to Catherine, younger daughter 
of James Gi!l, Solicitor. Manchester. 

GLASCODINE—HIGGS—On June 1, at St. Martin’s Church, Stamford, 


Charles Henry Glascodine, Esq., solicitor, 1, John-street, Bedford-- 


row, to Elizabeth Helen, daughter of Wm. Higgs, Esq , of the Nuus, 
Stamford. 

M‘LEAN—MACDONELL—On June 1, at St. Thomas’s Episcopal 
Church, Edinburgh, Hector Frederick McLean, Esq., Writer to the 
Signet, to Marsaili Ranaldsen, daughter of the late neas Ranaldson 
Macdonnell, of Glengarry and Clanrarald. 

THOMAS—MATTOCKS—On May 29, at St. James’s Church, Piccadilly, 
George Evan Thomas, Solicitor, of 31, St. James’s-square, Pail Mall, 
to Elizabeth Mattocks, of 26, Arundei-gardens, Kensington-park, 





daughter of tue late John Mattocks, Esy., of Circus-roud, Maryle- | 


bone. 
DEATHS. 
KERR—On Jnne |, in London, Christopher Kerr, Esq., Town Clerk of 
Dundee, aged 72. 
LYSTER—On May 28, at his residence; 4, Wellington-square, Cheisea, 


Robert Lyster, Esq., M.A., Barrister-at-Law, late of King’s Bench- | 


waik, Temple, in the 7ist year of his age. 

MANSEL—On May 20, George Barclay Mansel, Esq., Barrister, late of 
the Middle Temple, aged 65 

PERRY—On May 29, at his residence, New Brighton, Henry James 
Perry, Esq., Commissioner in Bankruptcy for the Liverpool District, 
in the 69th year of his age. 

ROSS—On May 23, at Tain, Ressshire, N.B., David Ross, Esq., Solicitor, 


ESTATE EXCHANGS RerORT, 


AT THE MART. 
May 31.—By Mr. WHITTINGHAM. 

Freehold building land, situate at Dulwich, Surrey,in 36 lots, Lots 1 
to 43% comprised previous sales.—Lots 452 to 454 sold tor £60 each ; 
lots 468 to 47z sould for £95 each. 

Freehold cottage and garden, situate at Tooting, Surrey—Sold £110. 

Freebold cottage and garden, situate at Tooting, Surrey—Sold £110, 

June 1.—By Messrs. FarEbROTHER, CLaRrK, & Co. 

The magnificent freehold demain ot Egton, with the lordship or manor, 
situate in the parish of Lyth, in the North Riding ef Yorkshire, and 
comprising numerous farins, with farm buildings, and 6,965a Or 28p 
of arable meadow and wood land, and plantations, smail holdings, 
nearly the whole ot the villages of Egton and Egton-bridge, several 
inns and public houses, water corn mill, and stone quarries; also the 
South Moor, extending over 5,515a zr 3p, making the tetal quantity 
of the €stace 12,480a 2r 32p—dold £155,100. 

By Mr. P. D. Tuckerr. 
—_— business premises, No, 53, Strand; annual value, £220—Suld 
6990. 

Freehold residence, with stabling and grounds, containing about 0a 2r 

39, —>s0id £1,000. 
by Mr. Freperick A. MuLuerr. 

Leasehold town residence, No 5, Norfolk-crescent, Hyde-park, and 
stabiing in therear; annual value £260; term, 95$ years from 1840, at 
£6 per annum—Svuld £4,600. 

iby Mr. W. Hagpinc. 

Leasehold residence, situate in Windmiil-piace, Clapham-common, with 
stabling, &c., annual value £1.0; term, 43 years from 1546, at £45 
per annum— vid £415, 

Leasenold, 4 cotrages, Nos, 2, £, and 6, Lavender-place, Wandsworth- 
road, & ground-rent of £3 per annum secured on No. 1, Lavender- 
place, and # plov of land fronting the Queen’s-rond; term, 45 years 
unexpired, at £26 per annum—Soid £1,065. 

Leasehoic, 5 houres, Nos. 1 to 5, bow-cottages, Willington-road, 
Claphem-rise; annual value £142; term, 76 years unexpired, at £4 
per annum—dSold £1,055. 

sy Mr. F. Gopwim, 

Freehold ground rent of £65 per aunum, with valuable reversion, 
secured on No. 14¥, Curtain-road—soid £2,350. 

Leasehold traproved ground rent of £50 16s. per annnm, for 15 years, 
with reversion secured on Nos, 21 to 24, Western-terrace, Lonsdale- 
road, Notting-hiil; term, 90 years trom 1553, at £25 48. per aunum 
~-Suld 700. 

Leaseiiuid, 4 houses, Nos. 6 to9, Spencer street, Goswell-street, let at 
£68 per aunuto each; term, 75 yeurs trom Isil, at £5 12s. cach 
per anpum— sid £990, 

Freehold 3 houses and shops, Now. 35, 37, and 39, Caledonian-road, 
Islington, let on lease, at £114 per annum—so.d £2,150. 








June 2.—By Messrs. Norton, Ta1sT, WATNEY, & Co. 

Freehold and copyhold pleasure farm, situate at High Beech, Essex, 
comprising a residence known as Mamegoods, with stabling. pleasure 
grounds, farm cottage buildings, and 17a ir 21p of land—Sold £1,709, 

Copyhold cottage, with stabling and meadow, containing 3r 3:p, situate 
as above—Sold £270. 

Freehold cottage and orchard, containing 0a Ir Op, situate as above— 
Soid £200. 

Copyhold 3a Ir 28p of arable land, situate as above—Sold £230. 

Two full assignments in Epping Forest, extending over 5a 2r 33p—Sold 


£75. 

Leasehold, 2 houses and shops, Nos. 159 and 160, Oxford-street, pro- 
ducing £650 per aunum ; term, 36 years unexpired, at £230 per 
annum—Sold £5,000. 

Leasehold house and premises, No. 1, Ryder-street, Duke-street, St. 
James’s ; let at £16” per annum ; term, 27 years unexpired, at £iJ 
per annum—Sold £1.000, 

By Messrs. GADSDEN, Extis, & Scorsr. 

1 hold, 2 residences, known as Eagle Cottages, Bow-road ; annual 
value £55 and £45 each ; term, 75} years from 1827, at £17 103s. per 
annum—Sold £460. 

Copyhold, the Bull’s Head, No. 148, Whitechapel, let on lease at £70 per 
annum-—Sold £1,110. 

By Messrs, Catnnock, GaLswortay, & CHINNOCK. 

Freehold, 4 houses and shops, Nos. 35 to 38, Cheyne-walk, Chelsea, and 
2 plots of building land in the rear—Sold £7,300. 

By Messrs. Eowin Fox & Bousrretp. 

Freehold premises, Nos. 44 and 45, Fenchurch-street, occupying an area 
of 3,140 feet, let on lease at £600 per annum—Sold £19,000. 

Freehold plot of ground situate at Chaseside, Enfield—Sold £650. 

Leasehold residence, No. 9, Darlington-terrace, Paddington ; let at £45 
per annum; term 99 years, from 1859, at £7 per annum~—Sold £360. 

Leasehold residence, No. 13, Darlington-terrace ; let at £44 per annum; 
term and ground rent similar to above—Sold £350. 

Freehold residence, known as Montpelier-villa, 14, Finchley-roid ; let at 
£90 per annum—Sold £1,300, 

Leasehold house and shop, No. 16. Great James-street, Lisson- rove; 
let at £42 per annum ; term, 224 years unexpired, at £6 per annum 
—Sold £260. 








BrREAKFaAST.—Epps's Cocoa.—GRATEFUL AND CoMFORTING.—The very 
agreeable character of this preparation has rendered it a generai favour- 
ite. The ‘‘ Civil Service Gazette ’ remarks:—“ The singular success 
which Mr. Epps attained by his homeopathic preparation of cocoa has 
never been surpassed by any experimentalist. By a thorough know- 
ledge of the natural laws which govern the operations of digestion and 
nutrition, and by a careful application of the fine properties of well- 
selected cocoa, Mr. Epps has provided our breakfast tables with a deli- 
cately flavoured beverage which may save us many heavy doctors’ bills.’? 
Made simply with boiling water or milk. Sold by the trade only in 4lb., 
4lb., and 1lb. tin-lined packets, labelled—James Epes & Cv., Homco- 
pathic Chemists, London.—[Apvr.] 








LONDON GAZETTES. 
GM inding-up of Jotnt Stock Comyanres. 
. 


UEsDAY, June }, 1869. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Clarence Hotel Company, Dover (Limited).—Creditors are required, on 
or before June 29, to send their names and addresses, and the particu- 
lars of their debts or claims, to Frederick Bertram Smart, 55, Cheap- 
side. Thursday, July 8, at 1, is appointed for hearing and adjudicat- 
ing upon the debts and claims, 

Credit Foncier and Mobilier of England (Limited).—Creditors are re- 
quired, on or before June 25, to send their names and addresses, and 
the particulars oftheir debts or claims, to Francis Mowatt and George 
Augustus Cape, 8, Uld Jewry. Monday, July 5, at 12, is u pointed 
for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 

South-Eastern of Portugal Railway Company (Limited).— Vice-Chancellor 
Malins has appointed John Ball, 3, Moorgate-st, official liquidator. 


STANNARIES OF DEvon. 
East Wheal Russell Mining Company.—The Vice-Warden has, by an 
order dated May 27, ordered that the above company be wound up. 
Gregory & Cu, Bedford-rew, for Hodge & Co, Truro, petitioners’ soli- 


citors. 
Hriendip Socteties Dissolved 
Fripay, May 28, 1869. 
First Provident Friendly Society, White Lion Tavern, Devonport, 
Devon. May 24. 
Woolwich Oddfellows Auxiliary Friendly Society, Black Eagle Tavern, 
Wooiwich, Kent. May 26. 
Tuespay, June 1, 1869, 
Brighton Farriers Friendly Society, Brighton, Sussex. May 27. 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Fripay, May 28, 1809, 
Bowden, Wm, Ashton-upon-Mersey, Chester, Slate Merchant. June 25. 
Bowden © Bowden, V.C. Malins. Cooper, Manch, 
Perry,Geo Alired, Aldermanbury, Warehouseman. June 30. Perry 0 
Godfrey, V.C. Stuart. Duignan, Bedford-row, 
Reed, Eliz, Alvaston ltouse, Derby. June 21, 
V.C. Jaraes. Cleoburey, Cheapside, 
Reid, Eliz Jesser, York-ter, Regent’s-pk, Widow. 
Bostock, V.C. James. Pennington, New-aq, 
Richardson, Geo, Halifax, York, Warehouseman. 
o Boothroyd, V.C, Stuart. Ibberson, Dewsbury, 
Rickford, Thos Parker, Freemantle, Southampton. June 24. Rickford 
o Calvert, V.C. Malins. Palmer & Co, ‘Trafalgar-sq. 
Wartnaby, Wm, Shipton-under-Wychwood, Oxford, Carpenter. July 
1. Wartnaby » Wainwright, V.C. Stuart. Kernot, Welbeck-st, 
Cavendish-sq, 


Rattey v C.eoburey, 
June 26. Martin 9 
July 1, Richardson 


Turspay, June I, 1869. 
Brett, Agnes, Brighton, Sussex, Widow. 
James, Upperton & Co, Brighton, 


July 1. Brett v Brett, V.C. 
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Dackombe, Aquila, Sun-st, East-st, Walworth, June 25. Stratford v 
Baker, M. R. Loxley & Morley, Cheapside. 

Ditchburn, Wm, Southampton, Engineer. June25. Ditchburn v Ditch- 
burn, V.C. Stuart. Sharp & Co, Southampton. 

Loaring, John, minster, Somerset, Hotel Keeper. June 30, Mitchell 
v Maynard, V.C. Malins. Dommett & Canning, Chard 

Parker, Geo, Weymouth, Dorset, Innkeeper. June 29. 

Lockwood, V.C. James. Combe & Wainwright, Staple-inn. 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Fripay, May 28, 1869. 
Basset, John Francis, Redruth, Cornwall, Esq. July 1. Domville & 
Co, New-sq, Liucoln’s-inn. 
Chetwynd, Sir Geo, Aterstone, Warwick, Bart. July 15, Frere & Co, 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 
Child, Sam] Preston, Shenley, Hertford, Esq. July 1. Child, Old 
Jewry-chambers, Old Jewry. 
Croft, Ven Jas, Canterbury, Archdeacon. Wightwick, & Co, 
Canterbury. 
Duiiing, Wm, Surbiton, Surrey, Licensed Victualler. June 24. Fuller, 
Haiton-garden. 
Evans, Frances, Bristol, Spinster. July 31. 
Gatcheil, Chas, Bicknolier, Somerset, Yeoman. July 10. 
Son, Williton. 
Gover, Wm, Blackheath, Kent, Esq. July 24. 
Streeb. 
Green, Thos, Ramsdean, Hants, Farmer. June 24. Soames, Peters- 


Parker v 


July 1. 


Morgan, Newport. 
White & 


Gover, King William- 


ficiu. 

Gree land, Wm, Newport, Monmouth, Wine Merchant. July 31. Pain, 
Newport. 

Heafurd, Thos, Ham, Clifton-on-Teme, Worcester, Farmer. June 30. 
Ilughes, Worcester. 

Hoimes, Sam!, Headingley, Leeds, Gent. July 1. Simpson, Leeds. 


Howeils, John Michael, Marsh, Sulop, Gent. July 1. Potts & Son, 
Broseley. 

Jones, ‘Vm, Brockton Court, Salup, Esq. July 1. Potts & Son, 
broseley. 


Lee, Kobt, Leicester, Gent. Aug 1. 
Mackwood, Abel, Scarborough, York, Gent. Moody & Co. 
Scarborough. 
Maciaurin, Eliz Lucy, Brighton, Sussex, Widow. July 20. Boodle & 
Partington, Davier-st, Berkeley-sq. 
Martins Wm, Odessa-rd, Forest-gate, Gent, Tucker & Co 
June 12, 


Toller, Leicester. 
June 30. 


June 30. 
King-st, Cheapside. 

Mawson, Kobt, Godmanchester, Huntingdon, Farmer. 
nybun, Huntingdon. 

Maunseli, Join Edmond, Sussex-sq, Hyde-pk, Esq. 
& Co, Lincoln’s-inn-field. 

Norman, Ephraim, Worcester, Grocer. Aug 26. 
Worcester. 

Phelps, Chas, Bristol, Maltster. Aug 2. 

Towlinson, Wm Benham, Talbot-rd, Bayswater, Pawnbroker. 
Cummins, Gt Portland-st. 

TvuEspay, June 1, 1869. 

Ayling, Jas, Cocking, Sussex, Maltster. July 1, Albery, Midhurst, 

borker, John Hepper, Leeds, Auctioneer. July 21. Ensley, Leeds. 

Batt, Martha, Kamsbury, ‘Wilts, Widow. July}. Rowland, Rams- 


Hun- 
Baker, 
Pidcock & Sons, 


July 31. 


King & Plummer, Bristol. 
Aug |. 


bury. 

Blar, Wm Hy Stopford, Portman-sq, Colenel. July 15. Few & Co, 
Henriettaest, Covent-garden. 

Brandreth, Emma Jemima Barbara, Houghton Regis, Bedford, Widow. 


June 30. Kinsey & Ade, Bloomsbury-pl. 
bag Ose Sarah, Southsea, Hants, Widow. June 30. Besant, 
‘orbsea, 


Buckle, Jas, Southsea, Hants, Brewer. June 30, Besant, Portsea. 

Civrk, Augustus John, Long-lane, Bermondsey, Dealer in Soot. Aug 
2. Sutton and Ommanney, Coleman-st, 

Ciay, Sir Wm, Oadogan-pl, Chelsea, Bart. June 30. 
Victoria-st, Westminster. 

Collyer, Geo Clayton, Milton-next-Gravesend, Kent, Tobacconist. 
Jaiy |. Blackmore, Old-st-rd, Shoreditch. 

Duzdale, Margaret, Leeds, Widow. July 15. Rider, Leeds 


Hargrove & Co, 


Gell, Francis Harding, Lewes, Sussex, Esq. Aug 1. Gell & Wooley, 
y Wes. 
oe, Very Rey Wm, Ripon, York, Dean. July 10, Hick & Jones, 


3. 
Grittith, Eliz, Chester, Widow. Aug. Hall & Ianion, Manch. 
Mal-, Matthew, Huddersfield, York, Manufacturer, July 21. Clough, 
ttudderstield, 
Hands, David, Aston, Birmingham, Brassfounder. July 24. Mason, 


tiarm, 

Hil, Saml, Hugglescote, Leicester, Farmer, July 31. Smith & 
Mammatt, Ashby-de-la-Zouch, 

H — Harriett, Hastings, Sussex, Widow. Aug 1. Norris 
Hastings, 

oa Elijah, Hanley, Stafford, Auctioneer. July 27. Challinor, 
anley. 

MeDouall, Walter Laurie, St Mildred’s-ct, Poultry, Gent. June 30. 


wettleship, John-st, Bedford-row, 
Mudd, Geo Thos, Ipswich, Suffolk, Corn Merchant. 
Ipswich, 
Ockleston, Richd, Bollin Pee, Chester, Innkeeper. July 31, 
Sous, Manch, 
Paxe, Jas, Nottingham, Gent. Aug 31. Parsons & Son, Nottingham. 
¥auiin, Jas, Crouchers, Aldboro’ Hatch, Essex, Esq. July 27, Kynas- 
ton & Co, King’s Arms-yard, Moregate-st. 
Kotmuson, Thos, Accrington, Lancaster, Gent. Aug 28, 
Duchy of Lancaster Office. 
Kusell, Rt Hon. Francis John, Maidenhead, Berks, Comm. H.M, Navy. 
Aug 31, Fradgate & Co, Craven-st, Strand, 
Sou, Isabella, Portsea Island, Southampton, Widow. June 30, Be- 
sant, Portsea, 
pou, John, Regent-st, Music Seller. July 24, 
Edgware rd. 
Webster, Horatio John, Lpool, Cotton Broker. June 30. Frodsham & 
Co, Lv ool, 


June 24, Long, 
Chew & 


Whitaker 


Gray & Berey, 








Woodrow, Jas, Damerham South, Wilts, Gent. 
Davy, Fordingbridge. 


July 3i. 


Davy & 


@eeds registered pursuant to Gankruytey Act, 1861. 
Fripary, May 28, 1369. 
Aird, Geo Hy, Daventry, Northampton, Agent. April 28. Asst, Reg 


May 26, 

Ashford, Adrian Biron, Sandringham-gardens, Ealing, Esq. April 29. 
Comp. Reg May 27. 

a bing Hy Bolton, Stepney-green, Clerk. Aprill6. Comp. Reg 

ay 26. 

Blamires, Wm, Bradford, York, Worsted Spinner. April 27. Asst. 
Reg May 25. 

Brooks, Wm, Maidenhead, Berks, Gent. May Il. Comp. Reg 
May 27. 

Brown, Wm, High-st, Whitechapel, Drysalter. April2l. Asst. Reg 
May 27. 

Carter, Alfred, Bradford, York, Carver. April 26. Comp. Reg 
May 27. 

Cierq, Leon Chas Francois, Commercial-st, Spitalfields, Distiller of Oils 
May 8. Comp. Reg May 26. 


Corderoy John, John Eastty, & John Kittle Corderoy, Tooley-st, South 
wark, Merchants. May 25. Inspectorship. Reg May 28. 
Dawner, Wm, & Chas Monger, Brighton, Sussex, Grocers. April 27 


Asst. Reg May 25. 

Dykins, Saml Wm, Lpool, Tea Dealer. April 20. Comp. Reg 
May 25. 

Tae, 2 Heywood, Lancaster, Grocer. May 13. Comp. Reg. 
May 26. 

Geater, Chas, & Chas Geater, jun, Gt Portland-st, Tailors. May 26 


Comp. Reg May 27. 

Godden, John, Uverton-ter, Portland-rd, South Norwood, Ironmonger. 
May !. Comp, Reg May 25. 

Grossmith, John Lipscomb, & Thos Tapling Grossmith, Newgate-st, 
Perfumers. May 13. Comp. Reg May 26. 


Hawley, Jchn Jas, Walsall, Stafford, Rope Manufacturer. May 4. 


Comp. Reg May 27. 

Hemment, Layton John, Crooked-lane, King William-st, Tailor. May 
21. Comp. Reg May 26. 

Hill, John Binnington, & Wm Hill, Liversedge, York, Stuff Manufac— 
turers. April 29. Asst. Reg May 25. 

Horton, Hy, White Horse-rd, Croydon, Grocer. May 14. Comp. 
Reg May 26. 

Hunter, Saml, Ashford, Kent, Draper. April 23. Comp. Reg 


May 25. 

Huntley, John Jolley, Barnsley, York, Watch Maker. April 30. Comp. 
Reg May 26. ; 

Jarman, Danl, John-st, Victoria-rd, South Norsvood, Dairyman. May 
19. Comp. Reg May 26. 

John, Thos, Pembroke Dock, Pembroke, Shipwright. 
Reg May 28. 

King, Geo, Aylesbury-st, Clerkenwell, Dealer in Fancy Goods. May 20. 
Comp. Reg May 27. 

Lincoln, Robt, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Provision Dealer. May 25. Comp. 
Reg May 27. 

Murch, Wm, Mabledon-pl, Burton-crescent, Veterinary Surgeon. May 
25. Comp. Reg May 26, 

Newbury, Edwd, Croydon, Surrey, Builder. 
May 26. 

Orton, Robt, Portsmouth, Painter. May 24. Comp. Reg May 26. 

Parker, Wm Brown, Queen’s-rd, Norland-sq, Notting-hill, Oilman. 
May 4. Comp. Reg May 27. 

Perkin, John Ainley, & Chas Alfred Perkin, Henry-st, York-sq, Step-- 
ney, Engineers. April 21. Comp. Reg May 26. 


May 20. Comp. 


May 6. Comp. Reg 


Phillips, Arthur, Berechurch, Essex, Farmer. April 23. Asst. Reg 
May 26. 
Pritchard, John, Goring, Oxon, Farmer. April 17.. Comp. Reg 


May 27. 
Redrup, Geo, Windsor, Berks, Brewer. April 23. Asst. Reg 
May 27. 


Roberts, Peter, Northampton, Builder. May8. Asst. Reg May 26. 

Russell, Christopher, Lpool, Grocer. May 20. Comp. Reg May 26. 

Shaw, Albert, King’s-cross, nr Halifax, York, Shoemaker. April 29. 
Asst. Reg May 27. 

Smith, Jas, Bryan-st, Caledonian-rd, Pianoforte Maker. May 19. 
Comp. Reg May 26. 

Smith, Geo Hy, Birm, Grocer. May 5. Asst. Reg May 26. 

Strange, Fredk, York-ter, Regent’s-pk, Manager. April 3. Asst. 
Reg May 26. 

Tebbett, Wm, Church Gresley, Derby, Plumber. April 20. Comp. 


Reg May 26. 

Wallers, Thos Ledward, Burslem, Stafford, Draper. 
Reg May 27. A 

Watterworth, John, Kingston-upon-Hull, Perambulator Maker. April 
30. Comp. Reg May 27. 

Weston, John Hy, Kennington-rd, Lambeth, Chandelier Manufacturer. 
May 25. Comp. Reg May 26. 

Whitaker, John Spurr, Halifax, York, Stuff Dealer, April 24. 
Rey May 26. 

Whitworth, Geo Wm, & Thos Gratnam, High-st, Southwark, Hop Mer- 
chants, April9, Comp. Rey May 26. 

Wood, David, Caidmore, Stafford, Grocer. Reg 
May 27. 3 
Woollacott, Fredk Chappell, Stainton-ter, Pancras-rd, Printer. April 

8. Asst. Reg May 23. 
Tusspay, June 1, 1869. 
Bates, Robt, South Shields, Durham, Builder. 
May 28. 
Battye, Kilner, Dalton, Iludderstield, York, Yarn Spinner. May 3. 
Asst. Reg May 20, 
Beaumont, Saml, Hoithead, York, Manufacturer. May 3. Asst, 


May 29. - 
Burbery, Joseph, Hockley, Birm, Butcher. May 2l. Comp. Reg 
May 3}. 


April30. Asst 


Comp. 


April 27. Asst. 


April 23. Asst. Reg 


R 4 


Burke, Kdwd. Upper-st, Islington, Dealer in Chiva. April 30, Comp. 


Reg May 28. 
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Buswell, Robt, Fowkes-bldgs, Gt Tower-st, Seed Merchant. March 25. 
Asst. Reg May 29. 
Chambers, Robt, Oswaldtwistle, Lancaster,Grocer. May 5. Asst. 
Reg May 28. 
— Wm, Bradford, York, Merchant. April27. Comp. Reg 
ay 28 
‘Cutler, Mark, Clydeedale-villas, London-rd, Clapton, Comm Agent. 
May 27. Comp. Reg May 29. 
Dickinsor, John, Blackburn, Lancaster, Grocer. May 4. Comp. Reg 
May 27. 
ao Geo, Upavon, Wilts, Boot Maker. May 6. Asst. Reg 
ay 2% 
Forge, John, Gt Driffield, York, Druggist. May 4. Asst. Reg 
May 28. 
French, Hy Theophilus, & Frank Robt Metcalfe, Sermon-lane, Ware- 
housemen. April 26. Asst. Reg May 28. 
Goodman, Wm, & John Silvester Goodman, Newport, Monmouth, 
Builders. Mav 10. Comp. Reg May 28. 
Gregory, Wm, Manch, Machinist. April 19. Asst. Reg May 29. 
Hamet, John, Manch, Manufacturer, May 14. Comp. Reg May 31. 
Hamilton, Chas Geo Archibald, Jermyn-st, Cornet. April 30. Asst. 
Reg May 2s. 
Harrison, Joseph, Salford, Lancaster, Watchmaker. May 3. Comp. 
Reg May 27. 
Hitchon, Joseph, Ramsbottom. Lancaster, Cotton Waste Spinner. 
ay 18. Comp. Reg May 29. 
Holt, Thos, & Chas Holt, Summerseat, Lancaster, Cutton Spinners. 
May 4. Asst. Reg June |. 
—— Saml, a Heath, Lancaster, Schoolmaster. May 19. Comp. 
g May 3! 
—s Fredk Hy, Brighton, Sussex, Grocer. May 10. Asst. Reg 
May 3 
Hughes, ‘Wicha Jas, Newark-upon-Trent, Nottingham, Tutor. April 
17. Comp. Reg May 29. 
Hurford, Jas. Weston-super-Mare, Somerset, Carpenter. 
Asst. Reg May 31. 
Jones, Jas, Treorky, Glamorgan, Tailor, May 14. Comp. Reg 
May 29. 
Jones, Eliz, Mold, Flint, Farmer. May 2l. Comp. Reg May 31. 
Lever, Geo, Dalston lane, Watch Manufacturer. May 24. Asst. Reg 
May 29. 
Litter, Sidney, Low Moor, Bradford, York, Stuff Manufacturer. May 
5. Asst. Reg June lt. 
Lioyd, Thos, Tonyrefail, Glamorgan, Grocer. 


May 18, 


April28. Asst. Reg 

May 29. 

Mott, Wm Howard, Upper Norwood, Builder. May!t4. Asst. Reg 
May 31. 

Musker, Jas, Everton, Lpcol, Licensed Victualler. May 27. Comp. Reg 
May 29. 

Nickoll, John James, Lower Thames-st, Solicitor. May 20. Comp. Reg 


ay 31. 
Paschen, Fredk Wm, Manch, Adatbert Dittmer, & Conrad Gusta Pas- 
chen, Mexico, Merchants. May 17. Comp. Reg May 29 
Picard, Joseph, Falcon-st, Merchant. May 33. Comp. Reg Mav 31. 
Pryer, Clement Wm Aloysuis, Guildhall-chambers, Basinghall-st, 
Accountant. May 24. Comp. Reg May 31. 
Robertson, Malcolm, Bristol, Clothier. May 4. Asst. Reg June 1. 
Sargeant, Isabella, Manch, Baker. May 24. Comp. Reg May 29. 
— % Pag alter, Halesowen, Worcester, Iron Master. May 6, Comp. 
gz Ma 
—_ 5 He‘lborn, Birm, Jewellers. May 5. Comp. Reg 
ay 28. 
Sybenga, Simon Peter, North Shields, Northumberland, Ship Chandler. 
April 28. Asst. Reg May 29. 
oa John Fletcher, Warwick, Butcher. May 1. Asst. Reg 
ay 28. 
Trundle, Fredk Fisher, Preston, Lancaster,Corn Merchant. May 26. 
Comp. Reg May 31. 
Watson, Thos, Allenheads, Northumberland, Draper. May 3. Asst. 
Reg May 28. 
Youdon, John, Huddersfield, York, Joiner. 
May 29. 


April 7. Asst. Reg 


Sankrupls 
Fripay, May 28, 1869. 
To Surrender in London. 
Barton, Thos Arthur, Reading. Berks, Baker. Pet May 25. Roche. 
June Yat 1. Wilkinson & Howlett, Bedford-st, Covent-garden, 
Sarwick, Wm Hy, Adame-st East, Manchester-sq, Tailor, Pet May 21. 
June Yat 12. Hutchinson, Vauxhall-bridge-rd. 

Blackey, Jas, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet May 20 (for pau). 
Brougham, June7 at2. Barton & Drew, Fore-st. 

Campbell, Chas Rowerbank, Prisoner for Debt, Winchester. Adj May 
20. June 16 at 12. 

Cleaver, Richd, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj May 19, June 19 
atl. 

Coleman, Chas, St Albans, Hertford, Comm Agent. Pet May 21. June 
9 at12. Cooke, Gresham-blidgs, Basinghall-st. 

Deane, Geo, Alma-rd, Blue Anchor-rd, bermondsey, Greengrocer. Pet 
May 2!. Pepys. June itOatz. Barton & Drew, Fore-st 

Dover, Hy John, Prisoner fur Debt, London. Adj May 19. Roche. 
June 16 at 12. 

Edwards, Wm Richd, Trinity-sq, Newington, Registrar ot Births. Pet 
May 21. June7 at2. Geaussant, New Broad st. 

Fidge, Jas Yeoman, Church-st, Croydon, Surrey, Pork Butcher. Pet 
May 21. June 9 at 12. Jenkins, Tavistock-st, Covent-garden. 

Florey, Edwd Thos, Prisoner for ‘Debt, Maidstone. Adj May 19. 
Pepys. June JI atl. 

Ford, Chas Joseph, Wellington-st, Deptford, Plamber. Pet May 21. 
June7 at2. Barton & Drew, Fore-st 

Galt, John Templeton, Prisoner for Di bt, London, Pet May 24 (for 
pan). Brougham. Jane i6 ati). Harrison, Basinghallest. 

Gill, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj May 2). June 9 at 2. 

Grant, Jas, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj May 20. June 9 at 2. 

Hatcher, Geo, Prisoner for Debt, Maidstone. Adj May 19. Pepys. 
June ilat i. 

Haynes, Wm, Peteoner tee Debt, Maidstone. 


Adj May 19. Pepys. 
Jane li atl 


Holden, Wm John, Prisoner for Debt, Maidstone. Adj May 19. June 


9 at2. 

Hubbard, Jas Wallis, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet May 24 (for pau). 
Pepys. Jane 1} atl. Kimberley, Scott’s-yard, Bush-lane, 

Hurst, Chas, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet May 25 (for pan). 
Pepys. June llat 2. Goatley, Bow-st, Covent-garden. 

Johnson, John, Lambourn-rd, Clapham, Builder. Pet May 21. June 
9 at1lz. Hewitt, Nicholas- lane, 

Johnson, Hy Chas Ross, King’s Bench-walk, Temple, Barrister. Pet 
May 25. June 16 at 12. Lewis & Lewis, Ely-pl. 

Kemp. Jas. Little Turner-st, Commercial- rd East, Licensed Victualler, 
Pet May 24. Roche. June 9at12. Keighley, Ironmonger-lane. 

Lane, Geo, Horsham, Sussex, Nurseryman. Pet May 22, June 9 at 1, 
Smith & Co. Bread-st ; Lamb, Brighton. 

Millar, Hugh, Woolwich, Eugine Fitter. Pet May 24. June9 at 2. 
Rigby, Basinghall-st. 


' Myers, Lewis Hy, Church-lane, Whitechapel, General Dealer. Pet 


ay 25, June 16at 12. Barnett, New Broad-st. 

Pilch, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, Maidstons. Adj May 19. Juane9 at 2. 

Piper, Geo Thos, Upper Montague-st, Tredegar-sq, Bow-rd, Stone 
Mason. Pet May 24. Pepys. June ll ati2. Austin, Coleman-st, 

Poole, Thos Sam], Stepney-causeway, Fish Salesman, Pet May z4. 
Pepys. June 11 at 12, Hicks, Francis-ter. 

Popham, Fras Jas Chas, Theberton-st, Islington, Attorney. Pet May 
25. Roche. June9atl. Webster, Basinghall-st. 

Porter, John, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet May 20 (for pau). 
Pepys. June llat2. Tilley, Finsbary-pavement. 

Prevost, Robt, Ebenezer, High-st, Stepney, Licensed Victualler, Pet 
May 24. Pepys. June ll at Ll, Briant, Winchester House, Oid 
Kroad-st. 

Ramsey, Herbert, Louisa-ter, Northfleet, Mill Carpenter. Pet May 
25. Roche. June 9ati2, Edwards, Bush-lane, Cannon-st. 

Rump, Wm_ Elden, Woodchester-st, Harrow-rd, Paddington, Green- 
grocer, Pet+May 22. June 9 at 1. Fox & Robinson, Gresuamn 
House, Old Broad-st. 

Savory. Jas, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj May 19. Pepys. June 
i} atl. 

Southey, Robt Wm, Green-lanes, Stoke Newington, Lighterman, Pe 


lune. 

Stevenson, John Robt, Prisoner for Debt, London, Adj May 19. Pepys. 
June Il at 2. 

Taylor, Alfred. Chas, Acacia-villas, Grange-rd, Dalston, Commercial 
Traveller. Pet May 25. Roche. June 9 ut 1. Morris, Grocers’ 
Hall-ct, Poultry. 

Threlfall, Edwd, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj May 13. Pepys. 
Inne li at |. 

Twiss, Johu, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet May 24 (for pau). Roche. 
June 16 at 12, Cooke, Gre<ham-bldgs, Guildhall. 

Wells, Hesketh Davis, Lower-rd, Deptford, Merchant. Pet May 25. 
June l6atil, Goldring, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 

Westgate, Jas. & Hy Newman, brighton, Sussex, Coal Merchants, 
Pet May Il!, June 16 at I. Sinitn & Co, Bread-st;., Lamb, 
Brighton. 

Whelan, Hy Owen, Piisoner for Debt, Norwich Castle. Adj May 18. 
June If atl. 

Wilson, Andrew, Chapel-rd, Bexley Heath, Kent, Survevor. Pet May 
24. Roche. June 16 atl2. Neal, Pinner’s-hall, Oid Broad-st. 

To Surrender in the Country. 

Allen, Alfred, Prisoner for Debt, Maidstone. Adj May 19. Acworth. 
Rochester, June 11 at 2. ; 

Bavb, Jas, Swansea, Glamorgan, Tailor. Pet May 4. Morris, Swansea, 
June 9 at 2. 

Bagnall, Chas, Burton-npon-Trent, Stafford, Painter. Pet May 24. 
Hubbersty. Burton-upon-Trent, June 9 at 1!. Perks, Burton-upon- 
Trent. 

Balshaw, Pass, Manch, Smallware Dealer, Pet May 26. Kay. 
Manch, June 9 at 9.30. Hogg, Manch. 

Bell, Kichd, Whitehaven, Saddler. Pet May 26, Were. Whitehaven. 
June 9at 11. Webster, Whitehaven. 

Bell, John, Richmond, York, Watchmaker, Pet May 20. Tomlins. 
Richmond, June 14 at 10. Teale, Leyburn. 

Biddick, Thos, St Issey, Cornwall, Carpenter. Pet May 25, Collins. 
St Columb Major, June 10 at 10, Whitefield, St Columb Major. 

Bramworth, Wm, Doncaster, York, Ropemaker. Pet May 24. Shirley. 
Doncaster, June 18 at 12. Woodhead, Doncaster. 

Bucknole, Sam] Smith, Bruton, Somerset, Tailor. Pet May 24. Messi- 
ter. Wincanton, June l2at II. Balch, Bruton, 

Barnley, Isaac, Sunderland, Durham, our of business, Pet May 25. 
Gibson. Newcastle-upon-Tyne, June 11 at 12, Bousfield, Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne. 

Burton, Edwd Goodger, Prisoner for Debt, York. Adj May 15. Wake. 
Sheffield, June 9 atl. Linney & Son, Sheffield. 

Carter, Wm John, Prisoner for Debt, Southampton. Adj May 1s. 
Thorndike. Southampton, June 8 at 12. Mackey, Southampton. 

Coates, Hy, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj May 14,  Fardell. 
Manch, June 8 at 11. 

Collett, John. Lower Stoke, Kent, Farmer. Pet May 26. Acworth. 
Rochester, June tl at 3. Hayward, Kochester, 

Copp, Wm, Pilton, Devon, Builder. Pet May 25, Barnstaple, June 12 
at 12, Beneraft, Barnstaple. 

Cousins, Fredk Gilbert, Prisoner for Dabt, Nottingham. Adj April 18. 
Newton, East Ketford, June 8 at 10, Beseoby, Kast Retiord. 

Cox,Wm John, Swansea, Glamorgan, Hop Merchant. Pet May 12. 
Morris, Swansea, June9 at2. Clifton, Swansea. 

Daly, John, Manch, Provision Dealer, Pet May 24. Kay. Manch, 
June Y at 9.30, Richardson, Manch. 

Davies, Edwd, Oswestry, Salop. beerseller. Pet May 8. Croxon. 
Oswestry, June l2at 1), Bull, Oswestry, 

Davis, John, Bristol, Licensed Victualler, Pet May 17, Wilde. 
Bristol, June7 at 11. Benson & Eiletson, Bristol, 

Edgar, Jown, Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorgan, Draper. Pet May 13. 
Wilde. Bristol, Jone 7 at 11. Benson & Elletaon, Bristol, 

Edwards, Albert, Prisoner for Debt, Stafford. Adj May 13, Keary. 





Stoke-upon-Trent, June 12 at tl, Ward, Longton, 
| Fearnside, Alfred, Prisoner for Debt, Norwich, Aj May 17 (for pau). 


Yalmer. Norwich, June 9 atll. Stanley, Norwich. a 


May 24. Koche. June9at1z. Daniel, Roils-chambers, Chancery- - 
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Fitts i!, Geo, Napchester, Kent, Cowkeeper. Pet May 25. 
Jen), June § at 12, Minter, Dover. : 

Frarcis, John, Prisoner for Debt, Norwich. Adj May 17 (for pau). 
Palmer. Norwich, June 9 at 11. 

Furress, John, Kendal, Westmorland, Bootmaker. Pet May 21. 
Wison. Kendal, June7 at 10. Thomson, Kendal. 

Gill, Geo, Dudley, Worcester, Locomotive Farmer. Pet May 24. 
Walker. Dudley, June 8 at 12. Stokes, Dudley. 

Gillibrand, Thos, Bolton, Lancaster, out of business. Pet May 24 
Ho'den, Bolton, June 9 at10. Hall & Rutter, Bolton. 

Gledhill, Saml, Idle, nr Leeds, Timekeeper. Pet May 20. Bradford, 
June !1 at 9.15. Nettleton, Wakefield. 


Grieveson, Wm, Gt Crosby, nr Lpool, Gardener. Pet May 25. Hime. , 


Lpool, June 9 at 2. Etty, Lpool. ; 
Grigg, John, Morton Cottage, Pembroke, Millwright. Pet May 26. 
Lanning. Pembroke, June 11 at 9.30. Hulm, Pembroke. 


Hackshaw, John, jun, Gt Marlow, Buckingham, Saddler. Pet May 24, | 


Parker. High Wycombe, June 9 at 1]. Clarke, High Wycombe. 

Hal!, Hugh, Prisoner for Debt, Chester. Adj May 17. Lpool, June 10 
at '2. 

Harris, John, Webheath, Worcester, Cordwainer. Pet May 24, Brown- 
ing. Redditch, June 14 at 11. Simmons, Redditch. 

Harrison, Miles, Kendal, Westmoriand, Mason. Pet May 25. 
son. Kendal, June 9 at 10, Thompson, Kendal. 

Hices, Jas, Brighton, Sussex, Dairyman. Pet May 24. 
triehton, June 12 at Jl. Lamb, Brighton. 

lil. Thos, Halifax, York, Cabinet Maker. Pet May 27. 
l4 at ll. Storey, Halifax; Simpson, Leeds. 

Horner, Hy, Louth, Lincoln, Whitesmith. 
Louth, June 8 at 10. Hyde, jun, Louth. 
ntchinson, Lindsay, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. 
Lpool, June 10 at 11. 

Ingham, Wm, Belthorn, Lancaster, Manufacturer. Pet May 26. 
Macrae. Manch, June 10 at 12. Grundy & Coulson, Manch. 

Ingham, Geo, Burnley, Lancaster, Shuttle Maker. Pet May 20. 
Hartley. Burnley, June 7 at 3.30. Backhouse & Whittam, Burnley. 

Jackson, Wm, Harrogate, York, Corn Factor. Pet May 26, Leeds, 
June 14 at 11. Tempest, Leeds. 

Jacobs, Susan, Plymouth, Devon, Milliner. Pet May 25. 
East Stonehouse, June 9 at 11. Edmonds & Son, Plymouth. 

Johnson, Peter, Swansea, Glamorgan, Mariner. Pet May 26. Wilde. 
Bristol, June 10 at 11. Simons & Morris, Swansea; Beckingham, 
Bristol. 

Jones, Lewis Philip, Ynysgan, Merthyr, Glamorgan, Manager. Pet 
May 26, Wilde. Bristol,June 10 ati!. Beckingham, Bristol. 

Kemp, John, Newington, Kent,Saddler. Pet May 25. Hills. Sitting- 
bourne, June 9 at i2. Barton & Drew, Fore-st. 

Knapp, Wm, Swindon, Wilts,Grocer. Pet May 11. 
Jnue7attl. Henderson & Salmon, Bristol. 

Lewis, Dickinson, Winterton, Lincoln, Innkeeper. Pet May 26. Leeds, 
June 9 at 12. Summers, Hull. 

Mavks, Jas, Exeter, Inkeeper. 
Kkogers & Rogers, Exeter. 

Marren, Dan}, Prisoner for Debt, Darham. Adj Sept 16. Gibson. 
Neweastle-npon-Tyne, June 4at 12. Hoyle, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

Martin, Tas, Whitchurch, Buckingham. Baker, Pet May 22. Watson. 
Aylesbury, June 1C at 10. Clarke, Aylesbury. 

Mstthews, Lot, Morriston, Glamorgan, Boot Maker. Pet April 15. 
Morris. Swansea, June 9 at 2. Morris, Swansea. 

Meggison, Mary, Sunderland, Durham, Provision Dealer. Pet May 25. 
Ellis. Sunderland, June 10 at 12. Bentham, Sunderland. 

Michell, Hy, Prisoner for Debt, Gt Stukeley. Adj May 19. 
Haintingdon, June 10 atl. Vipan, St Ives. 

Moure, Sun], Walsall, Stafford, Saddler. Pet May 25. Walsall, June 
in at l2, Glover, Walsall. 

Movetti, Giuseppe, Cassera, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Watchmaker. 
May 24. King’s Lynn, June 15 at tl. Wilkin, King’s Lynn. 

Morgan, Morgan, Swansea, Glamorgan, Butcher, Pet April 1. Morris. 
Swansea, June 9 at 2. Morris, Swansea. 

Nerdham, Joseph, Prisoner for Debt, Manch. Adj May 12. 
Salford, June 12 at 9.30. 

Palmer, Edmund, & Jas Shepard, Sheffield, Builders. Pet May 26. 
Wake. Sheffield, June 9 at !. Binney & Son, Sheffield. 

Purry, Robt, Upper Bangor, Carnarvon, Grocer. Pet May 26. Lpool, 
‘une t}at 12. Evans & Lockett, Lpool, 

Pawson, Geo, Bishopwearmouth, Durham, Innkeeper. Pet May 25. 
Gibson, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, June 11 at 12. Bell, Sunderland, 

Vendlebury, Joshua, Manch, Corn Factor, Pet May 25. Fardell. 
Manch, June 7 at 12. Grundy & Coulson, Manch. 

Phillips, Wm, Bowness, Westmorland, Hotel Keeper. Pet May 17. 
Gibson. Newcastle-upou-T'yne, June 9 at 12, Fisher, Windermere. 

Preudlock, Bryan Robinson, Wreckenton, Durham, Shoemaker. Pet 
May 25, Ingledew. Gateshead, June 7 at 12. Bush, Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne. 

tves, Rees, St Thomas-juxta-Swansea, Glamorgan, Sinker. Pet May 
4. Morris. Swansea, June 9 at 2. Clifton, Swansea. 

Riordan, Thomas Travers, Prisoner for Debt, Ipswich. Pet May 22 
(for pau). Pretyman. Ipswich, June 5 at tl. Pollard, Ipswich. 
Ri berts, Thos Lloyd, Llanrwst, Denbigh, Draper. Pet May 26. Lpool, 

‘une llatl2,. Evans & Lockett, Lpool. 
Roberts, Joseph, & Saml Mather, Salford, Lancaster, Beer Retailers, 
Pet May 25. Macrae. Manch, June 10 at 12. Cobbett & Co, Manch. 
Rusbridge, Edwd, Bognor, Sussex, Tea Dealer. Pet May 24. Sowton. 
Chichester, June 9 at 11. Titchener, Chichester. 
Rylany, Geo, Birm, Iron Broker. Pet May 25. Tudor. 
'‘hatl2, James & Griffin, Birm. 
su'mon, Edgar, Prisoner tor Debt, Monmouth. Adj May 18. 
Bristol, June 7 at It. 
Shennan, Chas, Bloxham, Oxford, Licensed Victualler. Pet May 21. 
Davies, Southam, June 2 at li. Overell, Leamington Priors, 
Smith, Wilson, Kichmond, York, Joiner. Pet May 25, Tomlin. Rich- 
mond, June 14 at 10,30. Robinson, Kichmond. 
Smith, Jas, Kendal. Westmorland, Coach Builder. 
Wilson. Kendal, June 7 at 10. Thomson, Kendal. 
Snowdon, Geo, Prisoner for Debt, Walton, Adj April 16. Lpool, 
June li at tl, 
Stoyle, Edwin Hy, Exeter, Beerhouse Keeper. Pot May 25. Daw. 


Wil- 

Evershed. 
Leeds, June 
Pet May 22. 
Adj May 13. 


Pearce. 


Wilde. Bristol 


Pet May 24. Exeter, June 7 at 12. 


Mongetts. 


Pet 


Hulton. 


Birm, June 


Wilde. 


Pet May 21. 


Hall. 


| ‘Till, Edwd, Sheffield, Grocer. 


Waite. ; 


Stuart, Jas Orchard, Barbourne Bank, Worcester, Schoolmaster. 
Mav 24. Tador. Birm, June ll atl2. Walford, Birm. 

Suckling, John, Birm, Butcher. Pet May 25. Guest. Birm, June 2> 
at 10. Rowlands, Birm. 

Surtees, Anthony, Sunderland, Durham, Grocer. Pet May 25. 
Gibson. Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Jnne ll at 12. Bell, Sunderland. 

Tait, Robt, Monkwearmouth Shore, Durham, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet 
May 25. Ellis. Sunderiand, June 10 at 11. Bottere!l, Sunderland. 

Taylor, John, Brierley-hill, Stafford, Inkeeper, Pet May 25. Harward. 
Stourbridge, June 14 at i0. Pearman & Gould, Stourbridge. 

Thomas, Hannah, Swansea, Glamorgan, out of business. Pet April 1. 
Morris. Swansea, June 9 at 2. Morris, Swansea. 

Thrustle, John, Kingston-upon-Hull, Butcher. Pet May 25. Phillips. 
Kingston-upon-Hull, June8 at !2. Jacobs, Hull. 

Pet May 22. Wake. 


| 


Sheffield, June 9 
at 1. Micklewaite, Sheffield. 
Timmings, Thos, White Ledies, Aston, Worcester, Innkeeper. 
May 25. Hill. Birm,June9 at 12. Deveroux, Worcester. 
Tone, John Furness, Fawdon, Northumberland, Civil Engineer, Pet 
May 20. Gibson. Newcastle-upon-T'yne, June 9 at 11.30. Hoyle &. 
Co, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

Walton, Jas, Prisoner for Debt, Chester. Adj May 17. Fardell. Manch, 
June 9 at 12. 

Warner, Saml Villers, Dudley, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. Pet 

Ady Sept 18. 


Pet 


May 25. Hill. Birm, June9 at 12. . James & Griffin, Birm. 
Webb, Joseph Alfred, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. 
Fardell. Manch, June 8 at ll. 
Wertheimer, Maurice, Prisoner four Debt, Walton. Adj May 17. Hime. 
Lpool, June 8 at 2. 
Wharam, John, Prisoner for Debt, Lincoln, Adj May 17. Hett. Brigg, 
June 10 at 2. 
White, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, York. Adj March 13. Wake. Sheffleld,. 
June 9 atl. Binney & Son, Sheffield. 
Wood, Wm Edward, Birm, Attorney. Pet.May 26. Tudor. 
June 18 at 12. Collis, Birm. 
Yardley, Elias, Prisoner for Debt, Worcester. Adj May 17. 
Stourbridge, June 14 at 10. Freer & Perry, Stourbridge. 
To Surrender in London. 
Tvespay, June 1, 1869. 
Bridgman, Edwd, Lower Morsh, Lambeth, Flour Dealer. 
June 21 at 12, Plews & Co, Mark-lane. 


Birm, 


Harward. 


Pet May 20, 


Brown, Isaac, Bond-ct, Walbrook, Wine Merchant. Pet May 28, 
Murray. Jane l4at 12. Hensman & Nicholson, College-hill, Can- 
non-st. 


Browning, Wm Eargest. Hugh-st, Pimlico, Barrister. Pet 
Murray. June 14 at 12. Haynes, Serle-st, Lincoln’s-inn. 

Broxholm, Chas, Heath-3t, Barking, Chemist. Pet May 27. June 16 
at2. Holmes, Fenchurch-st. ‘ 

Daniel, Thos Gabriel, Alexandra-ter, Hatcham Park-rd, New Cross, 
out ofemployment. Pet May 25, June 16 at 12, Gregson, Angel-ct, 
Throgmorton-st. 

Dava!l, Wm, sen, East Surrey-grove, St George’s-rd, 
Journeyman Bookbinder, Pet May 26. Pepys. 
Godfrey, Hatton-garden. 

Davey, John Green, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet May 27 (for pau). 

Roche. June 16 at 1. Biddles, South-sq, Gray’s-inn, 

Elphick, Cornelius, Brooklyn-ter, Shepherd's Bush, out of busitess, 

Pet May 28. Pepys. June 17 at 12. Pullen, Cloisters, Temple . 


May 28. 


Peckham, 
June it at 2 


Gardner, Wm Robt, Blakes rd, Peckham, Builder. Pet May 29. Mur-= 
ray. June 14 atl. Watson, Baringhall-st. 
Govan, Robt, Dulwich, Builder. Adj May 27. Murray. June 14 at 


ll. Rigby, Basinghall-st. 

Haselton, Geo, Prisoner for Debt, Londo. Pet May 28 (for pau). 
Roche, June i6ati!. Watson, Basinghall-st. 

Hocking, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet May 26 (for pau). 
Roche. June !6atil. Watson, Basinghall-st. 

Hull, Wm, Leinster-st, Cieveland-sq, Bayswater, Dealer in Pianofortes. 
Pet May 27. Pepys. June 17 atl. Buchanan, Basinghall-st. 

Isard, Cornelius, Mason’s-hill, Bromley, Kent, Newspaper Reporter. 
Pet May 25, Murray. June 14 at 12. Hughes & Maskett, 
Woolwich. 

Johnson, Wm, & Geo Chambers, Northampton, Tailors. 
Pepys. Juue ll at ll. Sturt, Ironmonger-iane. 

Jones, Hy Leonard, Southwood-ter, Southwood-lane, Highgate, Solici- 


Pet May 22. 


tor’sClerk. Pet}May 29. Murray. June l4 atl. Bbell& Co, Bow- 
churchyard. 
Laming, Rott, Southwark Park-ter, Bermondsey, Waterman. Pet 


Dobie, Gresham-st. 


May 27, Pepys. June 17 atl. 
Pet May 26. June 16- 


Lillywhite, Hy, Richmond, Surrey, Dairyman. 
atl. Hooper, Clitford’s-inn. 

Lippmann, Bernhard, Cannon-st, Comm Agent. Pet May 20. Murray. 
June 14at 12. Heath & Co, St Helen’s-pl. 
Lock, Ried, Prisoner tor Debt, Winchester. Adj May 20. Pepys. 

June 11 at 12. 


Lord, Priscilla Eliz, Gray’s-iun-rd, Bookseller. Pet May 27. Murray. 
June 14 at ll. Cooke, Gresham bldgs, Guildhall. 

Miller, Hy, Millman-st, Kentish Towa, not in any business. Pet May 
25. June t6at 12. Lewis, Cheapside. 

Mumford, Jas, Well-st, South Hackney, Potatoe Salesman. Pet May 


29. Murray. June i4atil. Watson, Basinghall-st. 

Nickerson, Wm, Langford-rd, Kentish Town, out of business. Pet 
May 29. Murray. June laat 1. Sydney & Son, Finsbury-circus. 
Norton, Thos, & Chas Norton, Sussex-mews, Bienheim-crescent, 
Notting-hill, Carpenters. Pet May 27. Murray. June 14 at 12. 

Cooke, Gresham-bldgs, Guildhall. 

Parker, Chas, Pullen’s-row, Islington, out of business. 
June 2lat 12. Morris, Leicester-sq. 

Philips, Fras Albert, Catedonian-rd, Queen’s-rd, Peckham, Dealer in 
Pictures. Pet May 27. Pepys. June 17 atl’. Watson, Basing- 
hail st. 

Poorooshottum, Coomalee, Prisoner for Debt, London, 
Pepys. June 17 at 12, 


Pet May 29. 


Adj May 20. 






Roberts, Stewart Blacker, Park-ter, Selhurst rd, South Norwood, 
Apothecs Pet May 27. June 16 at 2. Daltou, Clement’s House, 


Clement ) 


n 


e. 
Robson, Chas Oswald, New Ormond-st, Lamb’s Conduit-st, Builder. 
Pet May 24, 


Pepys. June li at il. Burt & Co, Gray’s-inu- 





Exvier, June 10 at 11. Floud, Exeter. 





chambers, 
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Sankey, Jeremiah, Lever-st, St Luke’s, Timber Merchant. Pet May 
26. Pepys. June 11 at 2. Taylor, Charch-row, Upper-st, Islington. 


‘Sprague, Chas, Torriano-mews, Torriano-grove, Kentish Town, Smith. 


Pet May 27. June 16at2. Steadman, London-wall. 

Sweetman, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet May 28 (for pau). 
Roche. June l4atl. Watson, Basinghall-st. 

Syrett, Hy David, Henry-ter, Mansfield-rd. Kentish Town, Coach 
Body Maker. Pet May 25. Pepys. June lat 12. Brighten, Bis- 
hopsgate-st Without. 

Tickner, Saml, Gloucester-p], Westmoreland-rd, Walworth, Broker. 
Pet May 29. June 2] atll. Croft, Mark-lane. 


“Warren, Chas, Sun-st, Bishopsgate-st. out of business. Pet May 28. 


Murray. June 14 at 12. Newman, Bucklersbury. 


“Waterhouse, Chas Fredk, Parkfield, Putney, out of business. Pet 


May 29. Murray. June 14 at 1. Peverley, Gresham-bldgs, 
Basinzhall-st. 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Arnold, Saml, New Tupton, Derby, Miner. Pet May 24. Wake. 
Chesterfield, June 22at 11. Gee, Chesterfield. 
Aston, Richd, Wm Aston, & Jas Francis, Birm, Gun Manufacturers. 
Pet May 27. Tudor. Birm,June 1! at 12. Reece & Harris, Birm. 
Baynes, John, Bramhall, Chester, out of business. Pet May 27. Macrae. 
Manch, June ll at 12. Sale & Co, Manch. 


Binns, John, Halifax, York, Confectioner. Pet May 31. Leeds, June 


14 atll. Norris & Foster, Halifax ; Bond & Barwick, Leeds. 

Bond, Edwir, Birm, out of business. Pet May 28. Guest. Birm, 
June 25 at lO. East, Birm. 

Braithwaite, John, & Thos Braithwaite, Leeds, Plumbers. Pet May 
29. Marshall. Leeds, June l4atlz. Harle. 

Briggs, Wm, Ossett, York, Cloth Manufacturer. Pet May 24. Leeds, 
June 14 at ll. Stringer, Osset; Bond & Barwick, Leeds. 

Bromiley, Thes, Halliwell, Lancaster, Crotter. Pet May 27. Holden. 
Bolton, June t# at 10. Edge & Dawson, Bolton. 

Cavill, Saml, Wadebridge, Cornwall, Ironmonger. Pet May 28. 
Exeter, June ll at ll. Collins, St Columb ; Gray. Exeter. 


“Chambers, Mary, Cullompton, Devon, Cowkeeper, Pet May 29. Daw. 


Tiverton, june 12 at 11. Burrow. Cullompton. 

Chapman, Geo Hy, I[pool, out of business. Pet May 28. Hime. 
Lpool, June 14at 2. Nordon, Lpool. 

Davies, Eliz Martha, Dowlais, Glamorgan, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet 
May 26. Russell. Merthyr Tydfil, June 14 at 11. Rosser, Aber- 


re. 

Downes, Edwd, Wyke, nr Shiffnall, Salop, Farm Bailiff. Pet May 28.. 
Hill. Birm, June i6at 12, Marcy, Wellington. 

Drewitt, Geo, Prisoner for Debt, Bristol. Pet May 27 (for pau). 
Harley. Bristel, June 11 at 12. 

Giddins, Sarah, Earith, Huntingdon, Domestic Servant. Pet May 26 
Margetts. Hauntingdon,June 15 at 11.30. Watts, St Ives. 

Haddocks, Sarah, Bicester, Oxford, Spinster. Pet May 28. Stone, 
Bicester, June |! at ll. Haynes, Bicester. 

Hands, Fredk, Birm, out of business. Pet Oct 16. Guest, 1868. Birm, 
June 25 atl0. East, Birm. 

Harrison, Louis, Sheffield, Plumber. Pet May 23. Wake. Sheffield, 
June 16 at 1. Fairburn, Sheffield. 

Homer, Thos Dongiass, & Jas Mo!yneux Homer, Manch, Accountants, 
Pet May 28 Furdell. Manch, June 14 ut il. Heath & Sons, 
Manch. 

Howard, Jas, Southampton, out of business. Pet May 27. Thorn- 
dike. Southampton, June l6at 12. Mackey, Southampton. 

Huby, Thos, Cleckheaton, York, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet May 25. 
Bradford, June 1! at 9.15. Bery, Bradford. 

Latham, John, Snaith, York, Farmer. Pet May 31, Leeds, June 14 
atll. Green, Goole; Tempest, Leeds. 

Lee, Jas, Old Lenton, Nottingham, Joiner, Pet May 28. Tudor. 
Birm. June 22 at 11. Belk, Nottingham. 

Leete, Thos, Warmington, Northampton, Cattle Dealer. Pet May 26. 
Sherard. Oundle, June 9 at 12,30. Deacon, Peterborough. 

Linnet, Eliz, Rugby, Warwick, Carpenter. Pet May 25. Hubbard. 
Rugby, June 8 at 11. Smallbone, Coventry. 

Mayo, Jas Hyett, Elmore, Gloucester, Fisherman. Pet May 26. Wilton. 
Gloucester, Jane 12 at 12. Cooke, Gloucester. 

Mills, Michael, Leeds, Boot Manufacturer. Pet May 26. Marshall. 
Leeds, June 14 at 12. Harle, Leeds. 

Morgan, David, jun, Crosstown, Glamorgan, Clerk in Holy Orders. 
Pet May 28. Wilde. Bristol, June ii at 11. Williams, Cardiff ; 
Henderson & Salmon, Bristol. 

Owen, Sam), Cheltenham, Gloucester, Blacksmith. Pet May 26. Gale. 
Cheltenham. June 15 at ll. Skipper, Cheltenham. 

Owen, Wm, Bristol, Beer Retailer. Pet May 25 (for pau). Harley. 
Bristol, June 11 at 12, 

Padmore. Richd, Horton’s Wood, Salop, Farmer. Pot May 27. Hill, 
Birm, June 16 at 12. Rowlands, Birm. 

Parry, Robt, Upper Bangor, Carnarvon, Grocer. Pet May 26. Lpools 
June Jl at 12. Evans & Lockett, Lpool. 

Phelps, Prisoner for Debt, Worcester. Adj May 17. Crisp. Wor- 
cestor, June 17 at ll. Clutterbuck, Worcester. 

Phillips, John, jun, Ilkeston, Derby, Contractor. Pet May 27. Ingle. 
Belper. June i4ati!. Keely, Nottingham. 

Poole, Ebenezer, Westbromwich, Stafford, Shearer. Pet May 29. 
Hill. #irm, Jane 16 at iz. Stratton, Wolverhampton. 

Ravenscroft, Geo, Gt Grimsby. Dealer in Milk. Pet May 27. Daub- 
ney. Gt Grimsby, June 11 atll. Stephenson, Grimsby. 

Revill, John Steer, Nottingham, Coal Merchant. Pet May 28. Tudor. 
Birm, Jane 22 at 11. Belk. Nottingham. 

Richardson, Wm, Walsall, Stafford, Hairdresser. Pet May 29. Walsall. 
Jane 16 at 12. Brevitt, Dariaston, 

Richardson, John Wm, Woodhouse Carr, Leeds, Leather Dresser. 
Pet May 25. Marshall. Leeds, June 14 ati2, Blackburn, Leeds. 
Rowbottom, Geo, sen, Brigg, Lincoln, Boot Maker. Pet May 26. 

Hett. Brigg, June 17 at 10. Robbs, Brigg. 

Shuttleworth, Jas, Dudley, Worcester, Wood Turner. Pet May 27. 
Walker, Dnadley, June 12 at 12. Lowe, Dudley. 

Smith, John, jun, Ramegate, Kent, Fisherman. Pet May 26, Snow- 
den, Ramsgate, June l2atil. Bowling, Ramsgate. 

Stancliffe, Ashton-apon-Lyne, Yarn Agent. Pet May 24. Mucrae. 
Manch, June ll at 32. Storer, Manch. 

Stott, Jas Taylor, Rochdale, Lancaster, Furnitare Broker. Pet May 
2%. Jackson. Rochdale, June 18 at 10. Harris, Rochdale. 





Tasker, Wm, Leeds, Dealer in Furniture: Pet May 26. Marshall, 
Leeds, June 14 at 12. Harle, Leeds. : 

Wadkins, Robt, Prisoner for Debt, Chester. Adj May 17. Broughton. 
Nantwich, June 14 at 11. ‘ 

Walker, Isaac, Bradford, York, out of business. Pet May 27. Lpool, 
June Il at 12. Stone & Bartley, Lpool. 

Warburton, Robt, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, out of business. Pet May 
26. Clayton. Newcastle, June 15 at 12. Hoyle & Co, Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne. 

Ward, John, Bolton, Lancaster, Contractor. Pet May 20. Fardell. 
Manch, June 15 at !2. Hall & Rutter, Bolton. 

Warner, John, Winslow, Buckingham, Coal Merchant. Pet May 28. 
Hearn. Buckingham, June 14 at 2. Clark, Aylesbury. 

Williams, Hy, Swansea, Glamorgan, Mining Engineer. Pet May 13, 
Wilde. Bristol, June 11 at 11. Price, Bristol. 

Williams, Wm, Cambourne, Cornwall, Currier. Pet May 28. Peter, 
Redruth, June 15 at 11. Holloway, Redruth. 

Williams, David, & Alfred Williams, Aberavon, Glamorgan, Soda 
Water Manufacturers. Pet May 26. Morgan. Neath, June 14 at 
ll. Thomas, Neath. ; 

Wright, Martha, East Retford. Nottingham, Shopkeener. Pet May 
27. Newton. East Retford, June 15 at 10. Esam, East Retford. 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fripay. May 28, 1869. 
Wormald, Wm Joseph, Gladstone-st, Battersea-pk, out of business. 
May 26. 








37, OLD JEWRY, LONDON, E.C. 

SOLICITORS are invited to introduce, on behalf of their clients, Pro- 
posals for Loans on Freehold or Leasehold Property, Reversions, Life 
Interests, or other adequate securities. : 

Proposals may be made in the first instance according to the following 
form :— 


(eu LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


ProposaL ror LOAN ON MortGaGEs. 


Introduced by (state name and address of solicitor) 

Amount required £ 

Time and mode of repayment (i.e., whether for a term certain, or by 
annualor other payments) 

Security (state shortly the particulars of security, and, if land or build- 
ings , state the net annual income). 

State what Life Policy (if any) is proposed to be effected with the 
Gresham Office in connection with the security. 

By order of the Board, 
F. ALLAN CURTIS, Actuary and Secretary. 


GLACK'S SILVER ELECTRO PLATE is a coat- 


ing of pure Silver over Nickel. A combination of two metals pos- 

sessing such valuable properties renders it in appearance and wear equal 

to Sterling Silver. Fiddle Pattern. Thread, Kings. 

#6 4, £3. £8.a. £8. ¢, 
10 Oand! 18 





Table Forks, perdoz..ce.. 1 
Dessert ditto ...essscoese | 0 Oandl 10 
Table Spoons ....eesseeee 110 Oandl 18 
Dessertditto .. 1 0 Oand! 10 
Tea SpOOns .occsesescoese 0 12 OandO 18 120 15 0 

Every Article forthe Table asin Silver, A Sample Tea Speon for 
wardedon rece of 20 stamps. 

RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 336, STRAND, LONDON. 


=LACK’S FENDER AND FIRE-IRON WARE- 
HOUSE is the MOST ECONOMICAL, consistent with good quality :— 
Iron Fenders, 3s.6d.; Bronzed ditto, 8s. 6d., with standards; superior 
Drawing-room ditto, 14s. 6d. to 50s.; Fire Irons, 2s, 6d. to 20s. Patent 
Dish Covers, with handles to take off, 18s. setofsix. Table Knives and 
Forks, 8s. per dozen. Roasting Jacks, complete, 78. 6d. Tea-trays, 
ls, 6d. setofthree; elegant Papier Maché ditto, 25s. the set. Teapots, 
with plated knob, 5s.6d.; Coal Scuttles,2s.6d, A set of Kitchen Uten- 
lils for cottage, £3. Slack’s Cutlery has been celevrated for 50 years. 
svory Table Knives, 14s., 16s., and 18s, per dozen. White Bone Knives 
and a 9d. and 12s.; Black Horn ditto, 8s. and 10s. All ware 
ranted. 

As the limits of an advertisement will not allow of a detailed list, pur- 
chasers are requested to send for their Catalogue, with 350 drawings, and 
prices of Electro-Piate, Warranted Table Cutlery, Furnishing Ironmor- 
gery, &. Maybe had gratis or post free. Every article marked fn plain 
figures at the same low prices tor which their establishment bss been 
celebrated for nearly 50 years. Orders above £2 delivered cartiage free 
per rail. 

RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 336, STRAND, LONDON, 
Opposite Somerset Louse 





ccooco™ 
wn 
_— 
o 








A large discount for enth. 
| ILLS of COMPLAINT, ANSWERS, APPEALS, 
MINUTES, and all Law Printing, executed with promptitude 
and at moderate charges by 
YATES & ALEXANDER, 
Law Printers, 


7, Symonds-inn (and at Church-passage), Chancery-lane, London. 
 Reieie AND ALEXANDER, 
PRINTERS, 

7, Symonds-inn (and at Chureh-pas sage), Chancery-lane, B.C. 

Parliamentary Bills, Appeals, Bills of Complaint, Memorandums and 
Articles of Association, Legal Forms, Notices, &c. 

Prospectuses of Public Companies, Share Certificates, Show Cards, 
Cheques, Insurance Tables, Policies, Proposal Forms. 

Catalogues, Particulars and Conditions of Sale, Posting Bills, and all 
General Printing. 
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